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leased by it to another rallroad for not more
than the balance of sald term, upon such
terms and conditions as in the judgment of
the board are most favorable, and the leas-
ing of such equipment need not be subject
to such terms of the standard lease as the
board deems inappropriate in the circum-
stances.

(c) When the administration repossesses
rallroad equipment at the end of the term
of the original lease, or is unable to re-lease
equipment repossessed prior thereto, the ad-
ministration shall offer to sell such equip-
ment to the department or agency of the
U.8. Government designated by the President
by Executive order to undertake the stock-
piling of rallroad equipment. The sale price
for each unit shall be the fair value as de-
termined by agreement between the admin-
istration and such agency, but in no case
may be less than the then scrap value of the
sald equipment. The department or agency
acquiring such rallroad equipment for stock-
piling purposes shall not thereafter dispose
of the same for other purpose than scrap-
ping the sald equipment, except that (1)
in the event of natlonal emergency declared
by the President or by Jjoint resolution of
the Congress, or (2) pursuant to a decision
by the Interstate Commerce Commission
that a shortage exists in particular classes or
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types of railroad equipment, any such equip-
ment may be temporarily released for use by
the rallroads under appropriate terms and
conditions until new equipment can be ac-
guired.

(d) Any railroad equipment repossessed by
the administration, which is not leased to
another railroad under the provisions of the
act, and which is not purchased for stock-
piling purposes by a department or agency of
the the U.S. Government, shall thereupon
promptly be sold and disposed of by the ad-
ministration under such terms and with such
guarantles as will assure that the sald equip-
ment shall be scrapped and not used by any
railroad.

Among other provisions of H.R. 2078,
the ICC would be directed to report to
the new agency at least once a year on
the supply and demand for railroad
equipment. Rail equipment owned by
the new agency would be subject to ap-
plicable provisions of the Interstate
Commerce Act and to the exercise of ju-
risdiction by the ICC, with the agency
required to file copies of all leases of
equipment with the Commission.

A fine of not more than $10,000 or im-
prisonment of not more than 5 years, or
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both, is provided for anyone making any
false statement for the purpose of nflu-
encing the rail administration or for ob-
taining money, property, a lease of real
equipment, or anything else of value.

Terms of the members of the Railroad
Equipment Board, aside from the three
Government officials, would be 6 years.
The Board would be directed to hold at
least four meetings a year. The mem-
bers would receive $100 a day when ac-
tually engaged in the performance of
their duties as such. An executive direc-
tor would be appointed by the Board it-
self, but the bill does not specify what
his salary would be.

Mr. Speaker, it is a well-known fact
that most of the railroads of the Nation
are faced with serious financial prob-
lems. As a matter of fact, the future of
some of the eastern railroads is in jeop-
ardy. The program provided for in my
bill, HR. 2078, is badly needed, and I
hope that the House Ways and Means
Committee will schedule early hearings
on the legislation.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuvESDAY, JANUARY 24, 1961

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev.Bernard Braskamp,
D.D,, offered the following prayer:

Hebrews 10; 22: Let us draw near unto
God with a true heart in full assurance
of faith.

Most merciful God, at this noon hour,
we are again entering the sacred retreat
of prayer and approaching Thy throne
of grace where none has ever been re-
pelled or sent away without Thy needed
blessing.

May our minds and hearts be the
shrines and sanctuaries of Thy love and
gird us with the spirit of humility and
devotion as we strive to build the high-
way toward peace and good will.

Show us how we may dispel our doubts
and fears by the expulsive power of a
strong faith and teach us the wisdom of
yielding our wills to the promptings and
persuasions of Thy divine spirit.

In Christ’s name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. TRIMBLE, from the Committee
on Rules, reported the following priv-
ileged resolution (H. Res. 127, Rept. No.
1), which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

H. Res. 127

Resolved, That during the Eighty-seventh
Congress the Committee on Rules shall be
composed of fifteen members.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

JOINT SESSION OF THE HOUSE AND
SENATE

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a concurrent resolution and ask for
its immediate consideration,

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Con. REs. 109

That the two Houses of Congress assemble
in the Hall of the House of Representatives
on Monday, January 30, 1961, at 12:30 o'clock
in the afternoon, for the purpose of receiv-
ing such communications as the President
of the United States shall be pleased to make
to them.

The House concurrent resolution was
agreed to.

THE STORY OF AN INDUSTRY, A
UNION, AND A LAW

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetis?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, today I had
an opportunity to join with other Mem-
bers of Congress from the New England
States and representatives of the Textile
Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO, at
a breakfast meeting held in the Con-
gressional Hotel. The purpose of this
get-together was to urge participation
by the Members of Congress in the pro-
gram of this textile trade union and to
avail these leaders in the trade organi-
zation an opportunity to discuss with
us their legislative aims in the 1961 ses-
sion of Congress.

We were informed that the matters
that interested the textile labor unions
included an increase in the Federal
minimum wage, area redevelopment,

medical care for the aged, aid to educa-
tion, adequate housing and tariff, and
related problems affecting the welfare of
textile workers and the economy of the
communities in which these textile in-
dustries are located.

Each one of us was presented with
a special so-called “white paper” which
the Textile Workers Union of America
had prepared and which was addressed
to the Congress on the subject of the
Taft-Hartley Act, the Landrum-Griffin
Law, and the abuses heaped upon labor
by the present National Labor Relations
Board as presently set up.

From the various speakers that ad-
dressed our meeting, I am thoroughly
satisfied that there is an immediate need
for a congressional committee to be set
up to investigate and review the policy,
the workings, and the decisions of that
Board. I am hopeful that such a com-
mittee will have an opportunity to in-
vestigate this Board that evidently leans
heavily to the side of the employer and
management instead of rendering fair
and reasonable decisions.

So that the Congress may be afforded
an opportunity to know more about this
situation that was so vitally brought to
our attention by the 1951 report of the
Subcommittee on Labor Management
Relations of the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, I wish to in-
clude their “white paper” document en-
titled “Almost Unbelievable—The Story
of an Industry, a Union, and a Law”:

This is the story of 14 stormy years in
the life of America’s oldest industry, tex-
tiles, one of the Nation's most responsible
trade union organizations, the Textile Work-
ers Union of America, and one of the most
controversial and least understood laws of
the land, the Taft-Hartley Act.

Although it has been temporarily elbowed
aside by the Landrum-Grifin Act, a law
even more sweeping in scope, Taft-Hartley
continues to be a colossus which stands in
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the way of American workers seeking to
organize in unions of their own, free choice.

As matters now stand, we merely have an
opinion of Landrum-Grifin. We believe it
to be evil in conception and destructive to
labor in purpose; we believe it will be ruth-
less in its application and discriminatory
and excessive in its penalties; we are dubious
of its constitutionality. But all our fears
and suspicions must await the verdict of
future history.

Taft-Hartley, on the other hand, has been
tried and tested. It has been challenged
in the courts. It has been applied to count-
less industrial disputes. It has been hailed
and assailed, glorified and vilified, analyzed,
criticized, and memorized. It has made its
own history. The evidence is in.

This s the story of Taft-Hartley, as it
relates to the sprawling textile industry. At
the same time, it is a story of how the mem-
bers of the National Labor Relations Board—
political appointees and not elected repre-
sentatives—have amended that law, in all
but the most literal sense, through "ad-
ministrative interpretations”; and how, un-
challenged and unchecked, these very same
men have usurped powers which the Con-
gress of the United States never intended
them to have.

The Taft-Hartley Act declares it to be the
policy of the United States “to eliminate
the causes of certaln substantial obstruc-
tions to the free flow of commerce and to
mitigate and eliminate these obstructions
when they have occurred by encouraging the
practice and procedure of collective bar-
gaining and by protecting the exercise by
workers of full freedom of assocliation, self-
organization, and designation of representa-
tives of their own choosing, for the
of negotiating the terms and conditions of
their employment or other mutual aid or
protection.”

Textile workers have lived under this law
for well over a decade. Has it been good or
bad for them? Has the right of free associa-
tion in unions of their own choice been pro-
tected or abridged? Has the law stabilized
labor-management relations? Has it con-
tributed to a climate of falrplay? Has it
been wisely and impartially applied and ad-
ministered? Has it hindered or hurt the
bona fide union of textile workers? Have
the owners of textile empires, particularly in
the South, had their enormous powers cur-
tailed by this law, or have they further en-
trenched themselves?

This story will provide the answers to these
and other questions. It will show that the
interpretation and administration of the
Taft-Hartley Act, for all practical purposes,
has deprived the American textile worker of
his right to organize—unless he is willing to
risk all-out economic reprisal and even phys-
ical punishment. It will explain why a Sen-
ate Bubcommittee on Labor-Management Re-
lations has called the situation in the south-
ern textile industry “almost unbelievable.”

It is a story prepared with a restraint dif-
ficult to maintain in the supercharged at-
mosphere in which it has unfolded. It is a
simple story told without embellishment.
It is a factual story, the hardest of all to re-
late.

We Invite your attention to it. We trust
you will read it through. We earnestly so-
licit your frank comment.

TEXTILE WORKERS UNION OF
AMERICA, AFL-CIO,
Wn. POLLOCK,
General President.
JoHN CHUPKA,
General Secretary-Treasurer.

THE INDUSTRY
The textile industry is one of mankind’s
oldest., It is basic; man must be clothed.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Certainly it is the oldest form of manu-
facturing in America. The first settlers
cleared the forests, planted fruits and vege~
tables, and hunted game to feed themselves;
but someone had to builld and operate a
loom to provide clothing. Man can feed
himself off the land, but he must manufac-
ture clothing.

The history of the textile industry is as
grim as it is long. Callousness and brutality
have hovered over the mills since the first
yarn was spun into cloth. Even today, in an
era of a supposedly enlightened attitude of
man toward man, the industry is still the
lair of violence and contempt for human
rights. This is not to brand all textile em-
ployers. Many are fair, progressive, respon-
slble, and farsighted. But the charge of
widespread cruelty is not an idle one made
for dramatic effect. We shall document this
allegation fully.

Down through the years, the chief char-
acteristic of this industry has been its in-
dividualism, a tradition that even now pre-
vents it from making the sweeping soclal
progress that has marked the growth of
nearly all other big business in America.

And make no mistake about it: the textile
industry is big business today. With 7,950
separate establishments spread across the
land, with almost 900,000 production workers
turning out material at the highest rate of
productivity in history, and with total na-
tional sales of $13 billlon, it is more than
just a basic industry; it is a glant industry.

It has been moving through changes in its
structure so fundamental that today a hand-
ful of mammoth chains dominate the field.
Burlington Industries, Inc., giant of the tex-
tile glants, has over 100 U.S. plants employ-
ing some 50,000 workers, Other large chains
include J. P, Stevens with 31,000 employees;
Cannon, 25,000; Lowenstein, Dan River and
Deering, Milliken, with 17,000 each; Abney-
Erwin, 16,000, and Cone, 15,000.

Some 20 textile companies reached such
proportions that they are listed in Fortune
magazine’s directory of the 500 Ilargest
U.S. industrial corporations. They seem to
have the outward characteristics of other
large companies on the American indus-
trial scene; yet their old individualism sets
them apart.

Practically all segments of big business to-
day recognize and deal with trade union
organizations representing their employees.
Some of them may do it grudgingly; some
may do it voluntarily; nearly all of them
do it.

The sole exception is the textile Industry.
Individualistic to the core though it is, the
industry nonetheless has developed a con-
certed front in one area: stubborn and often
vicious resistance to unionization of Iits
workers. In the marketplace millowners
may snarl at one another but they are
united, for all their individualism, in oppo-
sition to unions,

This is especially true in the South, now
the heart of the industry. More than 80
percent of the cotton industry, the major
subdivision of textiles, is now located below
the Mason-Dixon line. The movement from
the North, where the industry was born, is
intensifying. More and more new plants
dot the southern countryside. And more
and more of the technological improvements
are being made in southern mills. The fu-
ture of textiles is in the Bouth, just as the
future of the South may well be in textiles.

The economic stakes are enormous. Low
wage rates and substandard working condi-
tions for their employees have always given
southern employers an unfair competitive
edge over northern employers whose work-
ers are more widely unionized.

Southern textile employers, in particular,
do not intend to sit back and watch that ad-
vantage disappear or narrow, They see in
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unionization of their mills a steady lessening
of that margin of extra profit. The ferocity
of their historic opposition to unions is ex-
plained to a large degree by this factor.

Until 1947 there were encouraging indica-
tions that unionization would take root
among southern textile workers. Success
was slow but steady. The passage of the
Wagner Act had stiffened the courage of
textile workers. They felt that the prestige
and power of the Government was behind
them in their efforts to join unions of their
own choice to improve their working condi-
tions. The Textile Workers Union of Amer-
ica won 58 percent of the representation
elections conducted by the National Labor
Relations Board in the 5 years prior to Taft-
Hartley.

From 1947 on—with the passage and im-
plementation of the Taft-Hartley law—that
tide turned. Additional weapons were placed
in the hands of the employers. Countless
restrictions and obstacles faced the workers
and their union. The climate changed to
one of extreme hostility toward unions and
this, in turn, aggravated the normal fear
and apprehensions of the textile workers.
Where unionization had been on the upgrade,
it was first stopped In its tracks and then
pushed downward. The TWUA lost 63 per-
cent of all representation elections in the 5
years immediately following Taft-Hartley.
Where the once untrammeled power of the
employers had been checked to some degree,
it again was given free rein.

In the b years prior to Taft-Hartley, suc-
cessful and continuing collective bargaining
relationships were established in 116 of the
150 plants where elections were won by the
union, In other words, in 77 percent of the
situations that developed, some foundation
for ultimately harmonious labor relations
was established.

In the 5 years immediately following pas-
sage of Taft-Hartley, the picture changed
drastically. In that period the union was
able to win but 56 representation elections.
In only 24 instances was it possible to estab-
lish any sort of continuing relationships.
The previous average of T7 percent was cut
to 43 percent. In 18 percent of these cases
initial contracts were signed, but the em-
ployers soon afterward refused to deal with
the union, In 22 of these cases, or 39 per-
cent, no contract was ever signed and the
local unions involved were wiped out.

In simple terms, this meant that with the
passage of Taft-Hartley union efforts were
seriously throttled; more than half of the
time the workers couldn't get a union even
after they voted for it; and new organization
was brought to a virtual standstill.

The decline in union strength and prestige
has been more than matched by the enor-
mous increase in employer power so that
today, once again, the flag of feudalism flies
above the Stars and Stripes in the textile
strongholds of 16 Southern States.

THE UNION

Organizations, like people, often develop
streaks of modesty. This is true even of
trade unions which, in the past, seldom
found time to blush in the midst of extrava-
gant self-praise. Yet growth and responsi-
bility have bred in TWUA the kind of humil-
ity which now makes it impossible for us to
pat ourselves on the back. We are fortunate
in that we do not have to do so; the history
and activities of our organization have been
commented upon frequently enough through
the years by experts from outside the union
ranks.

We herewith quote verbatim excerpts from
a description of TWUA written by Alton
Levy, a veteran reporter on labor affairs. For
many years Mr. Levy was the close associate
of Victor Riesel, nationally syndicated labor
journalist, whose column appears in more
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than 300 of the Nation's leading daily news-
papers. This is what he wrote:

“In a sprawling, chaotic Industry with a
turbulent and chaotic history, the Textile
Workers Union of America has ‘achieved a
unique distinction: it is here to stay. There-
in Hes perhaps its greatest strength and its
greatest promise. At long last, here is a
union to which the workers can look for as-
sistance and guidance, and from which re-
sponsible elements in the industry’s leader-
ship can expect cooperation and sincerity in
coping with the multiplicity of economic
and social problems that have beset textiles
through the years.

“TWUA 1is no stranger either to problems
or struggles. It was born of both back in
the thirties when it swept through
the Nation’s mill towns under the banner
of the Textile Workers Organizing Com-
mittee, enrolling textile workers by the
thousands in its crusade for better working
conditions and better treatment. Other in-
ternational unions already established in
some phase of the garment end of the indus-
try provided much of the early guidance
and finances for the organizing drive that
led to the formal creation, in 1939, of the
TWUA as such.

“This union has been led from its incep-
tilon by men of ability and responsibility
who came up from the ranks with an inti-
mate, firsthand knowledge of the mechanics
and the economics of the industry. But
Just as they were part of textile, textile was
part of them and to this very day this strong
sense of identification has made possible
enormous contributions by the union toward
the stability and welfare of the industry.

“One can only marvel that this union has
insisted on making its contribution to the
development of the industry in the face of
the viclous attacks launched against it and
its members by important segments of the
industry, especially in the South. One mar-
vels at that and then is awed by the thought
of how much more good this union could
do if ever the textile industry learns—like
all other big business—to recognize respon-
sible, legitimate trade unionism, to deal with
it, to cooperate with it for mutual benefit
and to harness the ability, imagination, and
knowledge of its leaders for the benefit of
the industry per se.

“It 1s the measure of the TWUA that it
is still prepared and willing to cooperate in
this bold concept and still of the bellef that
the Industry will ultimately see the errors of
its ways.

“That TWUA is here to stay is apparent
from the businesslike way in which it oper-
ates its farflung operations and the imagl-
native way it administers eight special de-
partments that not only help run the day-
to-day affairs of the union but plan new
ways to better service its members, new ways
to enroll new members and new ways of
helping the responsible elements of the in-
dustry to improve production techniques
and increase consumer demand for textile
products. This latter effort will be sparked
by the union’s newly formed union label de-

nt.

“TWUA has 616 local unions and 50 joint
boards serving the some 220,000 textile work-
ers it represents across the land. It has 208
employees on its payroll, consisting of two
general officers, 128 field representatives, 21
technical specialists, and 57 eecretaries and
clerical employees,

“TWUA has never had the slightest sus-
plcion leveled against its officers and their
conduct. It has been among the early op-
ponents of corruption and wrongdoing
within labor’s ranks and was a strong sup-
porter of the ouster of wunethical unions
from the AFL-CIO. Its most violent oppo-
nents have never hinted at wrongdoing and
there has never been any investigation, in-
formal or otherwise, of TWUA by any local,
State, or Federal agency or committee,
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*“Of speclal interest is the carefully devised
system of checks and balances employed by
this union to safeguard its funds. This pre-
cautionary program, like TWUA's special
ethical practices code, is so thorough that
it goes Tar beyond the suggestions even of
the AFL—CIO’s ethical practices committee
and the yardsticks proposed by various con-
gressional committees.

“To insure that its affiliates are equally
scrupulous in the handling of funds as is
the national office, TWUA has issued a spe-
cial manual for local and joint board audit-
ing committees. In addition, it has developed
a filmstrip to illustrate the instructions
gpelled out in the manual. Fleld au-
dits are made periodically. Trained auditors
are in the employ of the union and these
specialists not only check the books and rec-
ords of the various funds but even inspect
leases, deeds, and other pertinent data relat-
ing to realty operations to insure that these
are conducted on the highest ethical level
as well,

“Matching 1its time-honored antirack-
eteering attitude is the TWUA's historic and
vigorous anti-Communist position. Com-
munists, like all totalitarians, are barred
from holding office in the union. The union's
officials are all active in anti-Communist
organizations. When the old CIO expelled
various Communist unions from its ranks,
TWUA was among the ardent supporters of
the then CIO president, Philip Murray, in
his drive to keep the Nation’s trade unions
loyal to the traditions and precepts of
America.

“While lunatic fringe groups will raise this
i{ssue from time to time in their virulent
opposition to the union, particularly in the
South, there is not a single responsible in-
dustry or community leader below the Ma-
son-Dixon line—even among those who may
be openly antiunion—who will level this
charge seriously at the TWUA. Privately,
even the smut groups concede that raising
the ‘Red’ question is done only because it is
sometimes eflective, but that they know it
isn't true about the TWUA.”

This, then, is the Textile Workers Union
of America, AFL-CIO—the second in the
cast of characters of the story we are about
to unfold.

THE LAW

The Taft-Hartley law, enacted in 1947, was
described by its sponsors as a measure de-
signed to restore balance to labor relations.
The public, hit by a massive propaganda
barrage directed by conservative political and
industrial groups, was led to belleve that
labor had grown too strong and that the em-
ployers needed relief.

The Wagner Act, it was sald, had been de-
signed to strengthen the power of the unions.
By encouraging the formation of unions and
protecting workers in their selection of
unions to represent them, we were told, this
act played favorites. Presumably, the Taft-
Hartley law would restore simplicity to the
intricate push and pull of labor relations,

This was the “line” of the antiunion
forces. TUnfortunately, the public fell for
this oversimplified, misleading and, in large
measure, inaccurate picture of the labor re-
lations situation in the country In 1947,
Captivated by catch phrases, few studied the
bill carefully. Few were aware of the danger-
ous precedents established in this vaguely
worded statute. Few realized the menace
contained in the many loopholes.

Even within the labor movement there was
an unfortunate tendency to attack the new
law viclently in sweeping general terms like
“glave labor” or “neo-Fascist,” etc., while not
properly evaluating the ugly uses to which
skilled antilabor lawyers might put the so-
called “fine print”—the less publicized, com=-
plicated sections of the bill that never re-
celved too much public attention.

After 14 years of experience with the Taft-
Hartley law, it is apparent that, instead of
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balancing labor relations, 1t has destroyed all
vestiges of equillbrium. Instead of imposing
peace, it has revived and intensified indus-
trial strife. Instead of bringing relief to the
allegedly harassed employers, it has given
them a new and heavier club to use against
unions and has set up new legal forms to
protect them in the indiscriminate wielding
of this legislative bludgeon. Moreover, it has
negated, for all practical the right
of unorganized workers to join a union with-
out fear of coercion, intimidation, and eco-
nomic reprisal.

By amending many of the sections of the
old Wagner Act, Taft-Hartley has hacked
away at the very things that might have pro-
tected the right of workers to join unions of
their cholce. As TWUA declared in a pres-
entation before a subcommittee of the Senate
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee:

“The ‘free speech' amendment under the
Taft-Hartley Act and the National Labor
Relations Board’s interpretations have re-
voked every reasonable limitation that pre-
viously existed on employers’ freedom to op-
pose unions. They are no longer subject to
the Wagner Act Board's ‘totality-of-conduct’
doctrines in appraising their behavior. There
are practically no effective prohibitions on
individual interrogation, ‘captive’ audience
addresses, or the use of coercive ‘plant clos-
ing' prophecies.

“This unrestricted freedom to oppose un-
ionism has been particularly fatal to union
efforts in mill towns and rural textile com-
munlties, where workers have few alternative
employment opportunities. Employers have
fought unionism with threats of plant clos-
ing if the union wins an election, and with
insidious propaganda labeling unions or their
leaders as unsavory and associates of un-
desirable persons. These broadsides, which
stamp all unionism with the misconduct of
the few, are very common.

“Another increasingly common Weapon
against unionism has been the use of com-
munity agencles or other outsiders as fronts
for hostile managements. Since Taft-Hart-
ley does not concern itself with the conduct
of third parties, they have complete license
to fight unions with whatever means they
wish. The Wagner Act had permitted the
NLEB to reach out to third parties and
thereby prevented such ‘volunteer’ union-
busting activities from interfering with or-
ganization. But the Taft-Hartley Act stops
the National Labor Relations Board from
providing workers with such protection un-
der the law. These outside groups have
proved to be most coercive and have done
much to terrorize union workers.”

The framers of the Taft-Hartley law were
very astute men. They knew that in their
zeal to jam the law through the 79th Con-
gress, while the carefully stirred up public
anger at unions was at its height, they might
inadvertently omit some necessary piece of
restrictive legislation. So they prepared
even for this eventuality by tucking in a
provision that allows individual States to
pass their own labor relations laws to super-
sede the Federal law if—and this is a mighty
big if—the State laws were more restrictive.

The Southern States answered the call.
In short order, most of the 16 States below
the Mason-Dixon line rushed through their
own so-called “little Taft-Hartleys,” quaintly
characterized as right-to-work laws. What-
ever loopholes were left 'by the daddy
of all antiunion laws were immediately
plugged by these State laws. In the main,
these State laws wipe out union security
clauses in collective bargaining agreements
and make extremely difficult the checkoff
of union dues.

For all practical purposes, the combined
impact of Taft-Hartley and the restrictive
State laws has made successful union or-
ganizing impossible in the South. This is
an ugly fact of which TWUA is more pain-
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fully aware than most unions because al-
most all of its organizing activity has been
in that area. In recent years TWUA has
spent several million dollars on organiza-
tion work in the South. TWUA is frank to
admit that the few thousands of workers it
enrolled were totally disproportionate to the
time and effort and money spent. Yet the
union’s fight goes on even in the face of
these frustrating odds, for to abandon the
southern textile workers would be to ac-
knowledge that 20th century labor-man-
agement relations cannot prevail over naked
feudalism.

The spectacular lack of success this union
and others have found in the South is at-
tributable as much to the climate generated
by Taft-Hartley and right-to-work laws as
to the laws themselves. Where there was
fear among southern workers before Taft-
Hartley, there 1s total terror now. Where
there was uncertainty—even under the Wag-
ner Act—that the Government could or
would protect workers against the millown-
ers, there is no question in the minds of
Dixie workers today that they have been
abandoned by their Government and that
the labor law of the land has given the
employers carte blanche. Where once there
were tangible signs of hope among southern
textile workers, there is now obvlous frustra-
tion, disillusionment, and despair,

Political appointees being what they are,
it is not surprising that members of the
National Labor Relations Board—designated
by the same political party that fathered
Taft-Hartley—should reflect this change in
atmosphere.

‘Where complaints of unions and workers
once were swiftly investigated and ruled on,
there is now endless delay—delay which
plays into the hands of the employers by
glving them that much extra time in which
further to coerce and intimidate workers
seeking to enroll in a union.

Where once employers were hard put to
stall certification elections, today the NLRB
has made it easy for delay after delay. In-
deed, the record is full of instances where
the Board allowed so much delay that union
strength disappeared by the time an election
was ordered.

In a nutshell, the NLRB today—reflective
of the climate generated by the Taft-Hartley
law—is a biased body favoring employers and
antiunion groups against workers seeking to
unionize their plants. This is a serious
charge to make but it is a charge we shall
document fully, and the documentation is
sufficlent to justify a full congressional in-
vestigation of the NLRB.

Historians of tomorrow, seeking to pin-
point the pressures that beset workers of this
era, may well single out not the specifics of
the law but rather the antllabor climate it
created.

There is no doubt in the minds of those
who have had to live with the Taft-Hartley
law, night and day, that the men who devised
it and sponsored it were devilishly clever
foes of trade unionism whose intent was to
weaken or smash effective trade unionism.
But the passage of time makes crystal clear
the one-sidedness of this measure in con-
tent and application and ralses the very
serlous and important possibility that the
Members of the 79th Congress who voted for
the bill were themselves victimized by the
skilled schemers. In retrospect, it is hard
to belleve that a responsible body of law-
makers could or would have passed such an
absurdly unbalanced measure if they had not
had the intent misrepresented—deliberately
and persuasively.

There is an urgent need to undo some of
the damage created by the 79th Congress.
The story we shall unfold on the following
pages—told simply and documented fully—
justifies another long, sober look at this law
and justifies, too, immediate and deep-rooted
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changes to restore decency, sanity, and
equity to labor relations in our great land.

PATTERN OF THINGS PAST—PATTERN OF THINGS
TO COME

Henderson, N.C., has always been a small,
sleepy, southern textile town. It is still a
small southern textile town. But it is no
longer sleepy. It is wide awake with smol-
dering resentments nourished at various
times by dynamite blasts, gunfire, shouts,
imprecations, fist fights, and even soldiers
in battle dress carrying rifles with bayonets
fixed

Henderson, N.C.,, is a community split
asunder by a strike none of the strikers and
few of the townspeople really wanted. It is
a community that is experiencing, firsthand,
the sort of civil war that has divided scores
of other southern textile towns In the past
decade.

The full, ultimate, inevitable effects of
Taft-Hartley have visited Henderson, N.C.,
pitting brother against sister, nephew
against wuncle, son against father, friend
against friend. Hand in hand with this
deterioration of personal relationships have
come hunger, despair, privation, frustration,
and unhappiness.

Yes; there's a strike in Henderson. It's a
strike of more than 1,000 men and women—
members of the Textlle Workers Union of
America. They have been out on strike, at
this writing for more than 2 years.

They picket, day in and day out, before
the gates of the Harriet and Henderson Cot-
ton Mills where they had worked some 14
years under the protection of a collective
bargaining agreement between their em-
ployer and Locals 578 and 6584 of the TWUA.

Under the watchful eyes of heavily armed
National Guardsmen dispatched to the scene
by North Carolina’s chief executive, these
men and women have trudged back and
forth in front of the plants’ gates in a simple
effort to preserve their jobs, their standards,
their union, and their dignity.

Fourteen years with a union contract—
and now this? Were the relations between
union and management that bad? Was
there a history of repeated strikes and stop-
pages? Was the wunion “arbitration-
happy"—taking the firm before an impar-
tial arbiter on any and all grievances?

To all of these questions the answer is a
resounding “No!" Relations had been sur-
prisingly amicable. From the time the
union first began to organize in 1943, there
were but two interruptions—a brief strike in
1951 and an equally short-lived stoppage in
1964. In the last 5 years only 11 grievances
had to be referred to arbitration for settle-
ment—an average of about 1 grievance per
plant per year.

Yet, despite this history of seeming amity,
there is a strike. There are pickets. There
are strikebreakers, There has been violence.
There may be more.

Why? Why?

The obvlous facts, on the surface, tell us
that although the local unions indicated
willingness to continue the old contract, the
company refused and said it wanted
termination.

This actlion was coupled with company de-
mands for contract changes. But, you may
say, the firm certainly has a right to seek
changes in a union contract.

Yes, It does, but the company sought
changes in every single clause in the contract
with the sole exception of one, relating to
military service, and that's governed by Fed-
eral law binding on both sides. Most drastic
of the changes sought by the company was
the elimination of arbitration of unresolved
grievances or differences.

It must be borne in mind that workers
and employers had lived amicably and profit-
ably for 14 years with a union contract which
included the arbitration clause. The union
asked no increase in wages, pensions, or
fringe benefits and sought no improvements
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in the old contract. Still the company in-
sisted on provoking the strike.

One can only conclude that the employer
is not a completely free agent; that he is no
longer making his own decisions; that the
language and nature of the contract changes
for which he asked came fronr others, else-
where; and that this situation was deliber-
ately created as part of a calculated conspir-
acy among southern textile operators to
weaken and, if possible, destroy the trade
unions freely selected by textile workers—
specifically, the TWUA.

No other explanation makes sense. John
D. Cooper, Jr., president of the Harriet &
Henderson Cotton Mills, had never really
been a viclous man in years past. His ac-
ceptance of the union led to 14 years of peace
and profits for all concerned. The commu-
nity-at-large benefited from the continuity
of employment and the improved pay of the
TWUA members in the plants.

All signs now indicate outside control of
the situation—outside decisions Cooper can-
not contest—outside direction of the tactics
that have led to strikes, scabs, deep bitter-
ness, and violence.

This is not to dismiss from consideration
the peculiar personality of the man—a
narrow-minded, sick, embittered old man
whose shrill refusals to meet the moderate
proposals of a conservative North Carolina
Governor have unnecessarily prolonged the
dispute and made a peaceful solution that
much more difficult.

We are acutely aware of the complications
that have arisen as a result of Cooper'’s
quirks. We know that he has publicly an-
nounced that he is, “in principle,” opposed
to the concept of binding arbitration of
unresolved issues between his company and
the union. Yet we also know that Cooper, in
fact, is an ardent champion of the principle
of compulsory binding arbitration—in his
commercial dealings. The records of the
American Arbitration Assoclation show that
Cooper and his firms are among the most
frequent users of arbitration when it comes
to settling commercial disputes. All of this
bitter old man's public protestations about
arbitration, therefore, are of special concern
to us, for we know this is a smokescreen that
can serve only to stall an equitable settle-
ment of this long drawn-out dispute.

We know that Cooper deliberately misled
the union and Gov. Luther Hodges of North
Carolina when a tentative agreement to
settle the strike was reached on Friday, April
17, 1969, in Raleigh. At that time TWUA
agreed to & “compromise’” which eliminated
the arbitration clause from the contract,
eliminated the checkoff of dues and called
for the rehiring of strikers for all immedi-
ately available jobs, with further rehiring on
a senlority basis as soon as vacancles oe-
curred. Everyone was given the clear
impression that a substantial number of jobs
were at once avallable to the strikers.

On the recommendation of the union, the
strikers voted to accept these terms on Sun-
day, April 19, 1958. When they reported for
work on Monday, April 20, in accordance
with the settlement agreed upon in the
Governor's office, the strikers found that
“scabs’ had been hired even for the jobs that
were supposed to be kept open for the orig-
inal employees on the second and third
shifts. This “doublecross” upset the agree-
ment and provoked a continuation of the
strike,

Even the normally cautious and conserva-
tive Governor Hodges was appalled by this
crass disregard of the terms of the settle-
ment. He exploded in all of the southern
papers with an attack on Cooper for “mis-
leading™” him and the union. But from that
point on, the Governor retired to the side-
lines.

However, proemployer State police au-
thorities continued their strikebreaking ef-
forts. Having failed to break the will of the
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workers to resist, despite wholesale picket-
line arrests and the use of the Natlonal
Guard, the State bureau of investigation ar-
rested eight strike leaders, including a
TWUA vice president, on June 13, 1959, and
charged them with conspiracy to dynamite
company property.

The eight men were tried in an at-
mosphere of antiunion hysteria and under
circumstances that should trouble the con-
sclences of Americans everywhere. They
were speedily convicted on the testimony
of an ex-convict in the hire of the SBL
The witness, incldentally, was a former
TWUA member with a grudge against the
union. The eight were subsequently sen-
tenced to terms ranging between 2 and 10
years, and are now behind prison bars.

Let no one assume even for & moment that
there is no realization on the part of TWUA
of the enormous complications that have re-
sulted from the almost wunfathomable
machinations of a rancor-ridden old man,
We are painfully aware of how aggravating
such personality problems can be. But the
entire fight and the issues involved go much
deeper than one man’s irrationality.

Were John D. Cooper, Jr., a younger man
today, less plagued by illness, loneliness, bit-
terness, and power lust, the strike would
have been forced on the community anyway.
Cooper’s complex psychological structure
makes settlement tougher, but his foibles
didn't cause the strike. Henderson is not
an isolated instance nor are the issues at
stake peculiar to Henderson alone. Hender-
son is part of a pattern—a pattern dating
back to 1947 when the Taft-Hartley law was
passed.

There have been a hundred Hendersons
throughout southern textlle towns. The
bitterness and violence, in one degree or
another, have always been there. Even a
congressional committee, which only super-
ficlally examined the southern textile in-
dustry, was appalled at the scope and fe-
rocity of employer opposition to organization
of trade unions by textile workers.

Henderson, we have sald, is no isolated
instance of antiunionism; it is a natural
development of a pattern brought into exist-
ence by the passage of the Taft-Hartley law.
It was inevitable.

These are strong allegations. Can they be
substantiated? Do the demonstrable facts
bear out our harsh indictment? Is there
enough documented evidence to justify this
sweeping characterization of developments
in the textile industry below the Mason-
Dixon line?

Step through the pages of the past decade’s
history with us. Take a long, objective look
at the facts we have compiled. Consider
the situations we have described calmly and
dispassionately. And then, you be the judge.

But before we start our tour of a country-
side littered with the residue of hundreds
of bitter industrial explosions, read what a
Benate subcommittee concluded after an ex-
amination of the southern textile industry’s
labor relations policies:

“In stopping a union organizing campaign,
the employer will use some or all of the
following methods: Surveillance of organ-
izers and union adherents; propaganda
through rumors, letters, news stories, adver-
tlsements, speeches to the employees; denial
of free speech and assembly to the union;
organization of the whole community for
antiunion activity; labor esplonage; dls-
charges of union sympathizers; violence and
gunplay; injunctions; the closing or moving
of the mill; endless litigation before the
NLRB and the courts, ete. If all this fails,
the employer will try to stall, in slow succes-
slon, first the election, then the certification
of the union and, finally, the negotiation of
& contract. Few organizing campalgns sur-
vive this type of onslaught.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

SURVEILLANCE OF ORGANIZERS AND UNION
ADHERENTS

Charlottesville, Va., close to an historic
shrine and the home of the author of the
Declaration of Independence, Thomas Jeffer-
son, was the backdrop for an example of
company behavior that would, in the ordi-
nary person’'s mind, be associated with a
totalitarian state.

At Charlottesville stands the plant of
Frank Ix & Sons Inc., a rayon throwing,
knitting, and weaving mill. It had been
in existence some 20 years. It had always
paid substandard wages. Besides this, the
then vice president and general manager of
the firm, Frank Ix, Jr., had extensive real
estate holdings, renting homes to many of
his employees. In times of housing short-
age, workers at his plant were often more
fearful of being evicted than they were of
being fired.

TWUA was asked by the workers to organ-
ize the plant in 1946. Within a few weeks
after arriving at Charlottesville, the TWUA
organizer was able to identify almost every
one of the more than 30 Ix supervisors, in-
cluding the superintendent and personnel
manager. It was not difficult, for he saw
their faces often. Upwards of 10 of these
“boss men" (a southern worker’s term for
supervisors) tralled the organizer as he
called upon the workers at their homes.
The surveillance was not subtle. On the
contrary, these supervisors went in groups,
their cars forming a caravan trailing behind
the organizer’s automobile.

Almost invariably after the organizer had
seen an Ix worker, either on the street or at
his home, that employee was questioned by
a foreman or some other officlal about what
had been said during the conversation with
the organizer. Even workers who had not
actually spoken to the organizer were cor-
nered and quizzed. The foreman would have
noticed the organizer's car near a worker's
home and would assume the organizer had
come to his door. As it turned out in sev-
eral instances, the organizer had parked his
car in front of one place and then visited
some other individual on whom he did not
want suspicion fastened.

In TWUA's files is an affidavit that the
Ix company tried to rent a room from a mill-
worker whose home overlooked the place
where the organizer roomed. Sometimes
union committee meetings were held in his
room by TWUA sympathizers. The foreman
who tried to rent the room said flatly to
the landlady that the company wanted to
keep someone at this place of vantage at all
times to record who went to the organizer's
room and when. “We will pay you well for
the room,” he said, As it turned out, the
woman refused to allow her premises to be
used for labor esplonage.

Elsewhere in the union’s fille on Ix you
will find letter after letter and report after
report made by workers who were pressured
by the company to attend union meetings
and report to manageemnt on what was said
and done. In an effort to ease their con-
sciences, many of the workers gave the un-
ion copies of the reports they handed In to
the supervisors.

At one time, more than 700 Ix workers
had signed union cards. Clearly, this is an
indication that the workers wanted a union
not only in order to better their wages and
working conditions but to shrug off this
blanket of inquisition and persecution. Yet
by 1950, this brazen Iintimidation by sur-
veillance had become so eflective that the
union had to withdraw from the situation,
despite plaintive pleas from some of those
workers who still clung wistfully to the
hope of having a union. An election would
have been fruitless. Too many of the work-
ers had been too intimidated. At that
point, they would have been afrald to vote
for the union, even in a secret election.
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The fear was compounded by the disap-
pearance of any vestige of protection from
the Natlonal Labor Relations Board. Late
in 1948 the NLRE ordered the company to
rehire five employees who had been fired for
union activity and to give them nearly
$4,000 in backpay. Within a matter of
weeks, four of them had been fired again.
The background of these firings was almost
identical to that of the first occaslon; yet,
this time the regional NLRB office decided
in 1949 that it could not discover sufficient
evidence to go to a hearing and the new
complaints brought by the workers and the
union were dismissed.

For some time, the phones at TWUA's
office would continue to ring with calls from
Charlottesville workers pleading for the un-
ion to come to their assistance; but the
discouragement of the many, plus the lack
of protection offered by the NLRB, led
TWUA to the heart-rending and reluctant
conclusion that a campaign at Ix would end
only in defeat and further humiliation and
danger for those workers still bold enough
to vote for a union.

How can such a thorough network of sur-
veillance be thrown around a cluster of U.S.
citizens? Read from the proceedings of the
NLRB's decision in the case of Bibb Manu-
facturing Co. (82 NLRB 338) dated 1949:

“The town of Porterdale was Incorporated
under the laws of Georgla a number of years
ago. However, despite this act of incorpora-
tion, Porterdale remains in effect a ‘com-
pany’ town. All of its property, excepting a
rallroad right-of-way and churches, which
the respondent (i.e, the company) donated
to the various religious congregations, is
owned by the respondent. All of Porterdale’s
utilities and publiec services, excepting police
protection and education, are controlled di-
rectly by the respondent. In this setting,
the relationship between the respondent and
the police department, as set forth below,
establishes a significant pattern of conduct.”

In effect, every city official of Porterdale
was an employee of the company. The
mayor was the “house agent” of the com-
pany and in charge of police. The city re-
corder was the company’'s paymaster and
treasurer. The city’s attorneys were the
company’s attorneys. How effectively these
men wove a web of surveillance around the
workers and the union’s organizers was de-
scribed by an NLRB trial examiner in an
intermediate report in this case. In part,
he wrote:

“From July 10, 1946 to August 10, 1946, or
a few days thereafter, policemen of the
town of Porterdale were assigned to and
maintained a 24-hour a day surveillance over
the activities of each and every organizer
for the union while he was inside the city
limits of Porterdale, as well as surveillance
over the home of employee Walter Reynolds,
which the organizers made their local head~
quarters in Porterdale and in which much
of the union activity took place.

“By this 24-hour watch over the Reyn-
olds’ home the police were able to know
when the organizers were in town and to
follow or trall them throughout the town
while they were calling upon employees of
the respondent. As soon as the organizers
left the house on foot or by vehicle, the
police followed by police ear. If two or-
ganizers started out together and then went
separate ways, there would be a policeman
following each of them. Everywhere the
organizers went, the police were sure to fol-
low. For at least the above period of time,
there was a policeman within 60 to 75 feet
of any organizer who was in Porterdale,

“The police, except for one new employee
who was unable to secure a uniform due to
the clothing shortage, were always in uni-
form. They utilized the Car or
the chief’s automobile, both well known as
police cars to the approximately 3,200 in-
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habitants of Porterdale. The police made
no effort to conceal their activities, but in
fact made their surveillance as open and
public as possible. The police remalned at
times on public thoroughfares. They said
nothing. As described by one witness, the
police were always around ‘sitting and
staring.’

“A number of the employees were afraid
to talk to the organizers upon discovering
their police escorts. One employee left the
union organizer to whom he was talking for
the purpose of telling the police escort that
he (the employee) had not joined the union.
The organizer offered to confirm this state-
ment to the policeman if he should doubt
the employee’s word.”

To anyone acquainted with the South,
Porterdale’s size, civic setup, and dependence
upon one well-entrenched and all-pervading
employer is not unusual. It is not even the
exception that tests the rule. It is the rule.
In mill town after mill town, such surveil-
lance is not only possible but usually begins
almost as soon as any group of employees
begins expressing a desire to seek remedy
through a union and a responsive union or-
ganizer checks into the community. Cer-
tainly the files of TWUA bulge with reports,
affidavits, and case historles to that effect.
They have not been kept secret. They have
been presented time after time to committees
of Congress. They have been publicized in
the columns of the union’s publication, Tex-
tile Labor. They are still available to any
Government agency Iinterested enough to
inquire.

This invasion of the privacy of a southern
citizen is possible because of the Taft-Hart-
ley Act’s insistence that any person infiu-
encing or interfering with a worker's free
and open choice of a collective bargaining
agent must be proved to be a direct “‘agent”
of the employer. Since the Taft-Hartley
Act does not patrol the behavior of third
parties, the door is open to any and all ave-
nues of assistance an employer may find. In
the South, his friends are leglon.

An era ago, under the Wagner Act, the
NLRB was gulded by a totality-of-conduct
doctrine that allowed it to reach out and
restrain these volunteers, curbing the -
cense with which they attacked or invaded
the privacy of unions and their adherents
by making the employer justly responsible
for these excesses, committed either in his
interest or on his behalf.

Still, in a generation that has become
familiar in one way or another with the
totalitarian techniques of unrestricted po-
lice, such as the Gestapo and the MVD, any
reasoning, civilized observer cannot help but
find distasteful the terror bred by surveil-
lance. Man does not move forward by look-
ing back over his shoulder in fear, or ducking
his head to avoid eavesdroppers.

PROPAGANDA THROUGH RUMORS, LETTERS, NEWS
STORIES, ADVERTISEMENTS, SPEECHES TO THE
EMPLOYEES
Words are wonderful weapons for textile

employers these days, thanks to the Taft-

Hartley law and the political appointees of

the National Labor Relations Board.

The chief reason employers try to delay
Labor Board elections nowadays 1s to get
more time In which to hammer their work-
ers over the head with spoken or written
words of coercion. Thanks to the NLEB,
they get delays almost for the asking, And
thanks to Taft-Hartley, there are wondrous
new uses to which they can put words—
creating fears among workers, inciting sus-
picion and violence against unionists and
spreading rumors of plant closings, to men-
tion just a few.

Under the Wagner Act, this was seldom
possible. Under the Taft-Hartley law, it is
seldom impossible.

No provision of the Wagner Act dealt spe-
cifically with employer free speech. No spe-
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clal rules were required. From the statement
of workers’ rights contained in sectlon 7,
and the prohibition against interfering with
those rights, stated in section 8(1), proper
restriction on employer expressions logically
followed.

Under the Wagner Act, a threat of reprisal
in the event the union won was an unfair
labor practice. A threat that the plant
would close down in the event the union won
an election, or a threat to discharge em-
ployees because of union affiliation were all
unlawful because they destroyed the em-
ployees’ free choice of a bargalning repre-
sentative.

Under the Wagner Act, the Board devel-
oped a totality-of-conduct doctrine designed
to curb more subtle employer efforts to de-
prive workers of their rights. Under this
doctrine, noncoercive language combined
with coercive acts was seen as part of a pat-
tern of coercion. The doctrine received the
sanction of the U.S. Supreme Court, which
ruled in a utilities case in Virginia:

“But certainly conduct, though evidenced
in part by speech, may amount in connec-
tion with other circumstances to coerclon
within the meaning of the act. If the total
activities of an employer restrain or coerce
his employees in their free choice, then those
employees are entitled to the protection of
the act. And in determining whether a
course of conduct amounts to restraint or
coercion, pressure exerted vocally by the em-
ployer may no more be disregarded than
pressure exerted in other ways. For slight
suggestions as to the employer's cholce be-
tween unions may have telling effect among
men who know the consequences of incur-
ring that employer’s strong displeasure.”

Practically all of the reasonable limita-
tions on employer expressions of views were
set aside by the enactment of section 8(c)
of the Taft-Hartley Act, which reads:

“The expressing of any views, argument
or opinion, or the dissemination thereof,
whether in written, printed, graphle, or vis-
ual form, shall not constitute or be evidence
of an unfair labor practice under any of the
provisions of this act, if such expression con-
tains no threat of reprisal or force or promise
of benefit.”

Section 8(c) did more than just wipe out
limitations on the free speech of employers,
It went much further. For one thing, it
abolished all rules against captive audiences.
Today, 8(c) stands as the only statute in
Federal law which says that a man cannot be
held legally liable for, or have used against
him, statements and utterances made freely
and publicly.

There isn't much doubt that this grants
textile mill owners freedom of expression
beyond any constitutional requirement. By
virtue of this provision, and the way it has
been interpreted by a Republican-controlled
NLRB, employer expressions have been
deemed legally noncoercive, when in fact they
have bulldozed countless thousands of
workers in their cholce of a bargaining repre-
sentative.

It has been held that when an employer
threatened to close his plant if the union
won an election, this was not a threat but
merely a prediction and, therefore, legal.
Nor is it any longer the rule that employer
questioning of individual employees on union
membership is in itself coercive. Today, the
question and answer session must be accom-
panied by some other act in order to be a
violation. An employer may tell his workers
that even if the union wins a representation
election, he will not recognize it. The Board
didn't consider this a threat, but merely an
expression of the employer’s legal position.

The Board exonerated an owner who pro-
hibited union solicitation and distribution on
his premises while at the same time passing
out antiunion literature. The Board's pro-
employer bilas was perfectly clear when it

1209

stated: “Management prerogative certainly
extends far enough so as to permit an em-
ployer to make rules that do not bind him-
self.”

Again, the Board pegged this decision on
sectlon 8(c), noting that the antiunion
literature did not contain threats, promises
or frightening statements.

The Board used section 8(c¢) to throw out
the Wagner Board’s totallty-of-conduct
doctrine. Now employer expressions are con=-
sidered apart from their context. If the ex-
pressions themselves are lawful, then the
Board does not regard as material any in-
dependent coercive conduct.

Section 8(c) also wiped out the prohibition
against the captive audlience. Some of the
harmful effects of the captive audience ad-
dress were lessened by the doctrine devel-
oped from a case involving a department
store, Bonwit Teller. Under this rule, a boss
could deliver a captive audience address,
but a union had the right to reply. All of
this was abolished by later decisions of the
Republican-controlled NLRB. Now an owner
may compel attendance at a meeting called
to denounce a union, subject to certain
limitations which do nothing to blunt the
impact of his haranguing.

According to sectlon 8(c), noncoercive
language may not be used as evidence of
an unfair labor practice. BSome lawyers
have contended this is unique in that it
prohibits the use of language as evidence of
the motive or the intention of some act.

‘While *“free speech” for the millowner
might have little or no effect in some other
industry, in southern textile communities it
usually gives him lethal effect. TWUA has
given varlous Congressional committees ex-
ample after example of hate and fear litera-
ture heaped upon workers during organiza-
tional campaigns.

One pamphlet depicted a Negro union
leader with a white woman, above which
was the caption—"Don't let your wife or
daughter or sister be found in the same
position.”

Another described a Negro in a photograph
as a CIO vice president, in charge of or-
ganizing workers “including the white
employees.”

A publication which calls the CIO car-
petbaggers and cartoons a fight between
management and labor, egged on by a Com-
munist, carried an article listing the birth-
places of labor leaders and describing them
as “forelgn-born propagandists” who set
themselves up as self-appointed dictators.

In the latter part of 1855, TWUA began a
campaign at various southern plants of
Burlington Industries, Inc., the country's
largest textile chain. None of the plants of
this company in the South are organized.

The union was met with a flood of litera-
ture designed to provoke race hate and other
prejudices of the workers and direct them
against the union. At the company's Steele
Mill in Cordova, N.C, a one-page reprint of
an article entitled “Total Mongrelization,”
from a sheet called the American National-
ist, published in Inglewood, Calif., was hand-
ed out., A picture with the text shows the
former CIO president, Walter P. Reuther
(ldentified as “Russian-loving”), presenting
875,000 to the NAACP president, Arthur
Spingarn, “the Jew who has headed that
troublemaking organization since 1839."
The article urged “white Americans to take
action if this Jew-inspired program for com-
pulsory mongrelization 1s to be defeated.”

At Burlington plants in Hurt and Alta-
vista, Va., there was distributed a caricature
of an inhuman carpetbagger with a long
nose and drooping tongue, boasting: “The
NAACP sent me down here to desegregate
you trashy bastards!”

At the firm’s Altavista weave mill, in Au-
gust 1957, a newsletter entitled “The Dan
Smoot Report,” published in Dallas, Tex., was
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handed out. It contained an article by one
William P. Bersch, Jr., called an employee of
the Kohler Co., in Eohler, Wis,, which
charges the UAW-CIO with wanton violence
during a strike, and concludes with the
question, “Is this America?"

The news article in the "Report on Clvil
Rights"” denounced the then Attorney Gen-
eral’s civil rights position “as an open insult
to the whole southern part of the United
States” and demands his attention to union
violence. A third article in the report
deals with communism, claiming “the Com-
munists would have a labor union harass a
company with strikes and outrageous de-
mands until the company was on the verge
of bankruptcy, and then the union would
buy the company out.”

Word-of-mouth use of the racial issue by
Burlington supervisors was discovered dur-
ing TWUA's campaign in a pattern strongly
suggesting central direction. For example,
on October 1, 18956, a supervisor called a
worker into his office and, during the course
of a 2-hour “brainwashing” session, told
him: “Don't you know that the union is
100 percent for racial integration?"

At the Radford, Va., mill, workers were told
by the plant manager that union leaders
have given large sums of money to the
NAACP, On April 4, 1956, employees at the
Drakes Branch (Va.) mill were told that if
the union got into the plant, white workers
would have Negroes as shop stewards,

At Burlington’s Peerless woolen mill in
Rossville, Ga., clippings of especlally provoc-
ative material from the Chattanooga Free
Press were displayed. After the campaign
started, copies of the Chatham Star-Tribune
were sent to the houses of the Altavista
finishing and Altavista weaving workers, in-
cluding those who were not subscribers—a
clear tipoff that the malling list of workers
had been supplied to the paper. Newspapers
in areas near Burlington plants played the
plant-closing theme, emphasizing that
unionism could well mean the loss of jobs.

The Post Dispatch, published in Rocking-
ham, N.C., carried an article in its issue of
September 20, 1966, noting that the Darling-
ton mill, in Darlington, 8.C., closed after
“thé CIO won a bargaining electlon.”

“And our Burlington chain may do just
that If the CIO should wedge in on the
Steele plant in Cordova. Been done else-
where, and could happen at Cordova, Bur-
lington is simply not going to operate even
one unit under CIO control,” the paper
warned.

The May 9, 1957, editorial published in the
Charlotte Gazette, Drakes Branch, Va.,
stated: "Cltizens know that industry has
sought to leave the labor unions behind
them when they moved here and that if labor
unions get a hold here that trouble might
follow."

The May 17, 1956, issue of the Altavista
(Va.) Journal said in an editorial that many
plants have come South because of the
strangling effects of the unlons, and adds:
“Did you ever stop to realize that Altavista
could become a ghost town with empty, un-
painted stores and homes, a town devoid of
its present property?"”

Southern millowners and their allies have
apparently concluded that the twin theme of
race hate and plant closing constitutes the
most effective double-barreled verbal blast
against union organization. It is demon-
strably effective, for TWUA's campaign
among several of Burlington's southern
plants did not succeed in organizing any of
them.

The distribution of anti-Semitic and anti-
Negro propaganda during that Burlington
campaign knocks into a cocked hat the no-
tlon that only in backwoods southern com-
panies can such uncivilized conduct go on.
The fact is that Burlington is the largest sin-
gle textile company In the United States, em-
ploying approximately 50,000 workers in
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about 100 plants. It also has mills overseas.
Its securlties are sold publicly on the New
York Stock Exchange; and at the end of a
recent fiscal year, it showed sales of $67T1
million and total assets of $5283 million.

The triggering of blind hatreds by racist
rantings and the paralyzing fear of union afiil-
iation produced by threats of plant closing
could not possibly be excused under the con-
cept of free speech. Any realistlc analysis
of the first amendment must withdraw con-
stitutional protection from such written and
verbal trash.

The Taft-Hartley Act itself immunizes em-
ployers from responsibility for use of the
twin fear and hate themes. We have seen
how predictions and prophecies of plant clos-
ing, for instance, became legal when the
Board indulged in fantasles to ignore the
fact that such statements are threats within
the meaning of section 8(c) .

Lawyers have argued that the bulk of
racist material used against unions is not
clearly threats within the meaning of this
section of the law, but that ample grounds
are available to set aside any election In
which they appear. A case declded shortly
after Taft-Hartley was enacted reaffirmed the
idea that an election will be set aside if
surrounding circumstances prevent em-
ployees from registering a free and untram-
meled choice.

“Conduct that creates an atmosphere
which renders improbable a free cholce will
sometimes warrant invalidating an election,
even though that conduct may not consti-
tute an unfair labor practice. An election
can serve its true purpose only if the sur-
rounding conditions enable employees to
register a free and untrammeled cholce for
or against a bargaining representative. For
this reason the Board has sometimes set elec-
tions aside in unconsolidated representation
cases, in the absence of any charges or proof
of unfair labor practice. When a record re-
veals conduct so glaring that it is almost
certain to have impaired employees’ freedom
of choice, we have set an electlon aside and
directed a new one.”

Another early Taft-Hartley case made it
perfectly clear that the free speech limita-
tions the act imposes, of finding unfair labor
practices, just can’t be applied to expressions
of views that interfere with freedom of
cholce in an election.

“Section B(c) prevents the Board from
treating as evidence of unfair labor practices
any expression of views, arguments, or opin-
ion which contains no threat of reprisal or
force or promise of benefit. Section 8(c)
does not, however, prevent the Board from
finding in a representation case that an ex-
pression of views, whether or not protected
by section 8(ec) has, in fact, interfered with
the employees’ freedom of cholce in an elec-
tion, so as to require that such election be
set aside.”

Although the Board has flip-flopped be-
tween applying the unfair labor practice
rules to conduct affecting the results of an
election and recognizing interference in an
election—even in the absence of unfair labor
practices—It recently gave some hope that
it was beginning to recognize that a free
election can't be held while the race issue
is being exploited. But a decision on May
5, 1958, killed any hope that the Board had
realized how racial issues affect workers in
rural southern areas.

An election was held November 8, 1957, at
Sharney Hoslery Mills, Inc,, adison,
N.C. The union lost and filed objections
based on the company’s use of the race is-
sue. The Board's regional director dis-
missed them. The union filed exceptions.
In a supplemental decision issued on May
5, 1958, the Board dismissed these excep-
tions, noting that 2 weeks before the election
the company mailed a letter to the workers
stating that TWUA is strongly prointegra-
tion, that 1t submitted a prointegration brlef
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to the U.S. Supreme Court, and that it is
striving to bring about integration in every
phase of American life; also that TWUA is
a member of the AFL—CIO which, at its con-
vention, contributed $75,000 to the NAACP.

TWUA asked that the election be set aside
because the injection of the racial issue cre-
ated an atmosphere of hate and bias. But
the regional director again found that the
company's letter contained no threats of
reprisal or promise of benefit and didn’t go
beyond the bounds of preelection prop-
aganda.

In sustaining the regional director’s dis-
missal, the Board stated:

“The issue before us is a narrow one. The
petitioner concedes that there were no
threats or promises, and it is not suggested
that the employer misrepresented the peti-
tioner's position. We are asked, rather, to
hold that the mere mention of the racial is-
sue in an election campalgn is per se im-
proper and grounds for setting aside any and
all elections where such might oceur,

“We have not, in the past, attempted so
to limit campaigning, but have relied on
the good sense of the voters to evaluate the
statements of the parties. We are satisfied
that this is the better course and adhere to
it in this case.”

In & separate, concurring opinion, the
Board chairman and a member stated:

“While under the special circumstances of
this case we concur in the result reached by
our colleagues, we again express our concern
over the injection of the racial issue in any
electlon.”

But such expressions of “concern over the
injection of the racial issue” don't deprive
textile owners of the deadly race-issue weap-
on agalnst unions. The devastating use to
which “free speech” is put by owners in
southern communities contrasts sharply with
the denial of means of communication to
unions in these same communities.

The difficulties of getting across the union’s
viewpoint were Increased when the U.S. Su-
preme Court declded that an employer may
bar union organizers from distributing union
literature on company property. According
to the principle of this case, union organizers
are not entitled to distribute literature on a
company's parking lot simply because a
plant is located outside of a town, or be-
cause the employees live in widely scattered
distances from the plant, and there are
hazards—perhaps legal as well as physical—
to distributing llterature at the intersection
of the highway and plant roadway.

So, while 2 union which organizes in rural
southern communities is barred from spread-
ing its message, southern textile employers
have all the means of communication at
their disposal and can project those devas-
tating expressions of opinion, euphemisti-
cally called employer free speech.

Unless the verbal and written license Taft-
Hartley hands to employers is checked, work-
ers probably will never be free to express
how they really feel about union affiliation.
The evil against which the Wagner Act em-
ployer's speech rules were directed is as
prevalent today in unorganized plants as
when that statute was enacted.

The Wagner Act employer speech rules
furthered the national policy of encouraging
collective bargaining. Taft-Hartley free
speech completely destroys it in many
situations. A balance between employer and
union strength requires the elimination of
the right of the employer to coerce and in-
timidate workers verbally, This power is
often misleadingly described as employer
free speech. It is really employer license.
A return to the principles established under
the Wagner Act is overdue.

DENTAL OF FREE SPEECH AND ASSEMBLY TO THE
UNION
If there is any single conviction shared by

most Americans it is that, in this land, a
man can have his say.
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But a man who wants to join a union in
the South, or an organizer who wants to
broadecast his position to the public in Dixie,
would smile wryly at the suggestion that
lie can be sure of being heard below the
Mason-Dixon Line, especlally since Taft-
Hartley became a law of the land.

The advertising columns of most small
newspapers (and textile mills are for the
most part located in emall towns in Dixle)
are not usually available to TWUA; nor is
radio time. News reports about union activi-
ties are, for the most part, either so terse as
to be uninformative (if, indeed, the paper
bothers to cover them at all), or so biased
as to be utterly misleading. In the mean-
time, the editorial columns of the very news-
papers that hamstring the union's efforts to
present its viewpoint, often are most virulent
in thelr condemnation of the union, its
leaders and its policies.

The reverse side of the coin is that the
textile employer finds all these media com-
pletely at his disposal, usually because he
controls them by ownership, direct, or hid-
den, or because the mercantile life of the
community depends upon his generosity.

In Eannapolis, N.C., in 1951, TWUA wanted
to broadcast to the 25,000 or more textile
workers employed in the 10 plants run by the
Cannon interests, located within an 8-mile
radius. The radio station there was WGTL,
managed by Fred Whitley, a member by mar-
riage of the Cannon family. When TWUA
first requested time, it was flatly turned
down. Whitley himself told the unlon’s rep-
resentatives that no time was avallable.

Union representatives told the statlon that
they had a file of scripts that already had
been broadcast over a score or more of
southern radio stations and that these were
the kind of programs they wished to put on
the Kannapolis air. They offered to submit
each script in advance and pledged to keep
all material in good taste, free of libelous
and scurrilous matter. WGTL still declined.

The union then called the matter to the
attention of the Federal Communications
Commission which, after some months, man-
aged to arrange a discussion of the matter
with the station’s Washington counsel.
Meantime, the union continued to write to
WGTL, repeating the request for a chance
to discuss the impasse. The letters, sent
by registered mail, were returned unopened.

The argument of the station’s attorney
was that there was no labor controversy in
Kannapolis; therefore, no need to permit
TWUA a voice on the air. Yet, as he argued,
the station daily devoted considerable
amount of the time of its newscasts to the
1961 southern cotton strike (with much of
the information slanted against the union).
TWUA did not base its claim for time upon
the accuracy or lack of it. It simply urged
that the PCC enforce the regulations assur-
ing a reasonably falr hearing to differing
points of view.

In November 1951, the FCC reported Whit-
ley had consented to meet with union
spokesmen. But it was not until January
1952 that the meeting was arranged. Whit-
ley finally presented a contract allowing the
union to rent 15 minutes a week for 18 weeks.
It did not allow “live” broadcasts; the scripts
had to be submitted a week in advance and
then transcribed. The charge to TWUA was
higher than any the union had ever paid for
comparable time on larger stations in larger
cities. But the union signed the contract
and complied.

Censorship of the scripts was immediate
and unusual in its severity, whole sections
being cut, often to the point of rendering
the material incoherent. Still, the union
advertised widely and continued the broad-
casts. Then abruptly, on April 1, WGTL
knocked the union off the alr, claiming pre-
vious commitments.

The union agaln went to the FCC, arguing
that most of the time “committed” was de-
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voted to unsponsored drivel, and supported
its contention with monitored full-day pro-
grams. The FCC claimed it was unable to
move in the matter. While there had been
a technical breach of contract, the union
felt a civil suit would not bring an effective
remedy. TWUA had simply been choked off
the air. %

“We realize the Taft-Hartley Act does not,
by its written terms, give a warrant to local
radio stations to stifie a reasonable but also
free discussion of the pros and cons of trade
unionism,” TWUA said in a brief filed with
& Senate committee. “We do say, however,
that the Congress should legislate on the
problem of labor-management relations with
full knowledge of what actually goes on In
a place like Kannopolis when a union at-
tempts to avail itself of the ordinary media
of communications, such as press and radio.”

It is not unusual, elther, for the union and
its adherents in the South to be denied
another basic freedom ostensibly guaranteed
them in America—the right of free assembly.

In 1954, TWUA began an organizing cam-
paign in Elkin, N.C., the site of the Chatham
Manufacturing Co.s large blanket mill.
Nowhere in this town of 4,000 could the union
find a place to rent in which to hold a meet-
ing. First, the YMCA was denled them (the
board of directors of the YMCA consisted of
Chatham management personnel).

That was late in May. On July 2, the com-
pany closed the mill for a couple of hours
and marched all employees to the YMCA,
where Chatham officials loosed upon them
a barrage of antiunion speeches. A union
organizer who wanted to attend the meeting
was barred at the door.

Next, the union tried to rent an empty
movie theater. The owner refused. A sec-
ond request was made and again rejected.
Yet, within 4 months after TWUA began its
Elkin campalgn, the theater was being used
by an antiunion committee to hold rallies.

Early in June the union secretly arranged
with the Austin, N.C., school board to rent
its closed school for a meeting. The school
was 15 miles from Elkin and the meeting
was not advertised until just the day before
it was scheduled. Yet, over 500 turned out,
many standing outside listening through
the windows because they could not get into
the jammed building. Enthusiasm swelled
s0 high that a suggestion from the floor to
hold another meeting the following Sunday
was approved.

But the following day, C. B. Eller, Wilkes
County superintendent of schools issued an
order that the school could no longer be
used for union meetings. Members of the
Austin school board muttered they would re-
sign in protest, but the doors of the build-
ing remained closed to TWUA. A few days
later, an organizer tried to rent a school in
Elkin. A school board member, Porter
Carder, sald he saw no reason why the empty
building could not be used. He went with
the organizer to see C. K. Osborne, the
prineipal.

“Chatham contributes a sum of money
each year to our school lunch program,” he
told the organizer. “Enowing how Chatham
feels about the matter, I personally can't
make a decision that might take away the
children’s lunch and milk program.”

A committee went to another Wilkes
County school at Benham, 12 miles from
Elkin. The principal refused use of the
building, adding he personally was opposed
to a union at Chatham mill, A Yadkin
County school at Jonesville was not available
to the union, the school board said, because
it did not wish to jeopardize the Chatham
company’s annual contribution to maintain
the school audltorium and gymnasium.

Finally, use of the Yadkin County school
at Boonville was contracted for, but the
night before the meeting was to take place,
the prineipal notified the union he was with-
drawing permission. Bome 300 workers who
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were thwarted by the Boonville closing met
in over 100 degree heat in a wooded grove
some 15 miles from Elkin. As they drove up
to the meeting, their cars were stopped by
police who examined every driver’s license,
explaining they were making a “road check.”

A fTew days later, the owner of the Boon-
ville theater turned down an offer from the
Union to pay $100 for the use of his theater
for one night. The reason, he said, was that
he had been visited by Chatham officials who
warned him that his business would suffer
if he rented the hall to the union. He would
not identify the company figures except as
"!‘Dp brass."”

Attempts by Chatham workers who lived
and pald taxes in nearby Surrey County to
use the auditorlum in their courthouse at
Dobson, 20 miles from Eilkin, were equally
futile. At first, the county clerk sald the
proper authorities at Raleigh (the State
capital), who would have to decide if the
bullding could be used, were on vacation.
After several weeks he told a delegation per-
mission would have to await a county board
meeting. The workers gave up.

Eventually, an unused, dilapidated bullding
was found. Barely usable in the summer
(the roof leaked) it was too uncomfortable
in the winter. (The concrete floor refused
to respond to heat from the single pot-bellied
stove.) The bullding was too rundown to
be used as an office and operators of the
motel, where the organizers lodged, threat-
ened eviction if their rooms were used for
union business. During the entire campaign
in Elkin, the union never did obtain office
space, despite its offer to pay premium
rentals.

It might prove of interest to some to note,
in passing, that during the time the union
was unable to find a place of assembly in
Elkin, the chairman of the board of Chatham
Manufacturing Co. was the late Thurmond
Chatham, at that time a Member of the U.S.
House of Representatives.

Here again, only two examples have been
cited. TWUA files are replete, however, with
reproductions of newspaper stories in which
the bias in reports of union activities and
policies is not even thinly veiled. Similarly,
instance after instance has been documented
{0 show that the southern community, so
often tied to one all-powerful textile employ-
er by an economic square knot, s not a
showplace of human and civil rights, The
U.S. Supreme Court has so noted.

An unfair labor practice charge against the
Btowe Bpinning Co. of Belmont, N.C.
was carried to the country’'s highest tribu-
nal. Its deciston in favor of TWUA In the
case (336 U.S. 226, 227, 228) read in part:

“In sum, North Belmont is a company
town. We mention nothing new when we
notice that union organization in a company
town must depend, even more than usual, on
a hands-off attitude on the part of manage-
ment. And it is clear that one of manage-
ment's chief weapons, in attempting to stifle
organization, is the denial of a place to meet.
We cannot equate a company-dominated
North Carolina mill town with the vast met-
ropolitan centers where a number of halls are
avallable within easy reach of prospective
union members.”

The contempt so openly shown by the
gouthern textile owner for basic human
freedoms explicitly guaranteed by the U.S.
Constitution 1s another stern indictment of
the moral as well as economic climate cre-
ated by the Taft-Hartley Act.

Can a statute be healthful for a nation if
it encourages the erosion of the foundation
stones of political and civil liberty for any
citizen anywhere?

ORGANIZATION OF THE WHOLE COMMUNITY FOR
ANTIUNION ACTIVITY

High on the list of distinctions with which
TWUA would be be more than happy to live
without is the dublous honor of facing
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more hostility from entire communities act-
ing In the interests of the local employers
than any other union in the country.

Credit where credit is due. Thanks to
the Taft-Hartley law this kind of mob of-
fensive against the union is more prevalent
today than prior to 1947. This is not to say
that the employer-dominated communities
thought any more kindly of the union be-
fore; they didn’t. But under the Wagner
Act, all of the coercion, threats, beatings,
kidnapings, rumors, falsehoods, and as-
sorted antiunion activities carried on by
local businessmen, elected authorities, min-
isters, nmewspapermen or others, could be
pinned directly on the employer, who obvi-
ously stood to benefit if his employees were
scared away from unionization.

Under the Wagner Act, the term “em-
ployer” was broadly defined as “any person
acting in the interest of an employer, di-
rectly or indirectly.” This wide net caught
and deterred third persons who technically
had no legal tle with the employer but who
were helping him with his union busting.

Taft-Hartley narrowed this definition
sharply. Today you can't enjoin anyone
from union-busting activities unless he is
“acting as an agent of an employer, directly
or indirectly.” This “agency” requirement
gives legal Immunity to all of the “volun-
teers” who just happen to show up in south-
ern community after community whenever
the union begins an organizational drive.
They can now do all the dirty work for the
employer without transgressing upon the
law.

The records of TWUA, the NLRB and
various congressional committees bulge with
instances of mob or community activities
or schemes by persons not in the direct em-
ploy of the millowners, which technically
violated no law despite the fact that the
only beneficiary was the employer who was
seeking to smash his workers’ efforts at
unionization. Thus, in one instance, an em-
ployer was held not responsible when certain
of his “loyal” employees kidnaped an organ-
izer or when others engaged in esplonage
and survelllance of union sympathizers.

The technical gimmick that allowed the
employer to go scot free was the finding by
the NLREB that these employees were not
supervisors and therefore not the employer's
“agents.” This ruling that nonsupervisory
employees are not “agents’” of the employer
also allows them to spread threats of plant
closings If the union wins or allows them
to take part in any varlation of union
busting on the plant premises without cast-
ing any legal liability on the employer.

In Elkin, N.C., the Chatham Manufactur-
ing Co. proved that an employer with the
press. businessmen and clergy in his hip
pocket can always Eill off a union campaign.
This town is a church-going community. At-
tacks on the union by practically all of the
ministers were perhaps the single most effec-~
tive weapon in Chatham's bag of tricks.
Community leaders boasted that in 1954
Chatham had contributed more than §75,000
in gifts to the Elkin churches. This is a fan-
tastic amount for a single donor to contrib-
ute in a town of that size. Small wonder
that clergymen who had willingly accepted
these disproportionate gifts sang the praises
of the company so vociferously.

Don't think for one moment that the
opportunistic publisher and editor of the
Elkin Tribune allowed the churchmen to
establish a monopoly on patting the backs
of the owners of Chatham., Harvey Laffoon,
the operator of this local paper, soon threw
its columns and pages open to any and all
diatribes agailnst the union and its leaders.
The attacks ranged from calling them rack-
eteers to picturing them as Reds, Mr. Laf-
foon was not content with transforming his
paper into a veritable house organ for the
Chatham company. He also opened its pages
to Militant Truth, one of the foulest of the
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hate sheets that circulate among southern
communities, especially when a union cam-
paign is on.

But Laffloon and the clergymen were not
alone in their union-busting efforts. Local
businessmen and professionals formed a
citizens’ committee to fight the union. The
town's prominent persons spoke at anti-
union rallies and broadcast over the local
radlo station. Among these dignitaries
were: Mayor Atkinson of Elkin; Mayor Black-
wood of nearby Jonesville; Laffoon, the Trib-
une's publisher; the Reverend Howard Ford,
pastor, First Baptist Church of Elkin; the
Reverend J. T. Relchard, pastor, First Meth-
odist Church of Elkin; the Reverend Homer
Bradley, pastor, First Baptist Church of
Jonesville; Garland Johnson, president of the
Elkin and Jonesville banks; Dr. V. W. Tay-
lor, Elkin physician; Mrs. J. R. Johnson,
wife of an Elkin surgeon, and Claude Farrell,
local businessman and member of the State
board of education.

Not for maught was the bank president
in there pitching. He was especially helpful
to the company by putting the squeeze on
prounion Chatham workers by demanding
payments on loans and other debts. Thanks
to his efforts most storekeepers.in town
stopped credit to persons known to be pro-
union, Union adherents were listed as “poor
risks” wherever they went to make
purchases,

Needless to add, this cruel, community-
wide pressure on the Chatham workers pald
dividends for Chatham. When the NLRB
election was finally held, the union lost.

The remarkable part of this whole episode
is that, even in the face of this extracrdinary
coercion, 730 workers voted for the union.
The night of the election, drink-crazed com-
pany supporters roamed the town in bois-
terous and obscene demonstrations, while in
the ramshackle headquarters of the union,
strong men wept in utter despair and
frustration.

The next day—and for some time there-
after—active union supporters were fired
from thelr jobs.

Thanks to the radio station owners, the
newspaper publisher, the bank president, the
physicians, the storekeepers, the racists, and
the ministers in Elkin, Chatham had
triumphed and benefited. But you couldn’t
pin a rap on any of them. For, you see,
under the Taft-Hartley law definition, none
of these union-busters were “agents” of
Chatham. Just “volunteers.”

Like the community leaders of Jackson,
Ala., who, with equal zeal and equal success,
battled the TWUA at Clark Mills, a sub-
sidiary of Vanity Fair, in their sleepy town
of 4,000 residents, some 70 miles north of
Mobile.

The appearance of the union woke up the
natives. Soon after it became apparent that
the union campaign would be successful, the
Jackson Chamber of Commerce took over the
anti-TWUA battle. Nothing was left to
chance. Every important storekeeper and
professional was “organized” and each was
given a specific assignment. Lists were care-
fully checked and a survey made of each and
every business in town.

Thus, if a worker owed money to a grocer,
it was the owner of that grocery store who
visited that particular employee. If someone
still had payments to make to the local car
dealer, the dealer suddenly appeared at that
worker's home. The same pattern extended
to all others from furniture store owner to
landlord to bank official. A high school
prineipal was even drafted for duty and he
made sudden visits to former pupils who
Just happened to be employees at Clark
Mills. Even the manager of the local em-
ployment office was utilized.

All these nocturnal visitors made the same
pitch—don’t be unfair to Vanity Fair. If
the union should win, ran the refrain, the
mill would move away. This would be bad
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for business and bad for the good name of
the community. To keep the mills in Jack-
son, all that was necessary was for the
worker to sign a slip withdrawing from the
union.

By some strange colncidence the chamber
of commerce had such forms already pre-
pared. When the nighttime siren songs
failed, the chamber of commerce officials
got tougher and more open in thelr anti-
union activities. They would appear at the
mill during working hours and call certain
people away from their jobs in full view of
their coworkers. The bulldozing by the busi-
nessmen was crude, but finally effective.
The union drive was smashed.

So severe was the terror that most of the
workers refused to talk even to NLRB in-
vestigators. The businessmen—most of them
owners of stock in the building that Jackson
had thoughtfully erected for Vanity Fair—
violated no section of Taft-Hartley, for after
all, according to this law they were not
agents of the company in whose building
they just happened to own stock. Just good
neighbors.

Competition among such “volunteers" is
keen. Some of them can’t wait for plants to
come to town or are champing at the bit
if the union doesn't start a drive so they can
graciously offer their umsolicited services
to the employer, as was the case with the
chamber of commerce in Wilson, N.C.

These enterprising volunteers conducted
an industrial survey of their town as part of
a pitch for new businesses to locate there.
Many were the inducements offered, espe-
clally the community's wholehearted anti-
unionism. On page 9 of a special brochure
prepared in 1956, under the general head-
ing, “Unions,” the chamber of commerce
relates that:

“There are only two unions in Wilson
manufacturing plants. One is a company
union affiliated with AFL Wagon and Body
Workers and there is no local representation.
The other union is * * * the FTW. This
union is in the tobacco processing plants,
which is a seasonal business lasting only 4
months. Its members are 100 percent
Negroes, mostly Negro women.

“In Wilson County unions affect less than
3 percent of the total working force. Our
working people are from 100 percent Amer-
ican stock, from rural areas, used to hard
work and, for the most part, are inde-
pendent. The majority of workers are be-
tween the ages of 20 and 40 and most of
them have secondary education. This ac-
counts for the lack of enthusiasm for union-
ization.

“The chamber will actively fight any at-
tempt by union organizers to bring a union
into the local industries. A smaller city like
Wilson has the advantage of combating
unionization if requested to do so.”

Give these boys credit for initiative and
ambition. They've volunteered in advance to
do the dirty work involved in fighting unions.
Should they induce a plant to come to Wilson
and should there be an effort by a union to
enroll the workers, like the Chatham “volun-
teers'” and Jackson's “good neighbors,” these
fellows will be in there pitching. If the law
remains unchanged, neither they nor the
employer who will benefit from their activ-
ities will be guilty of a violation.

The simple fact is that Taft-Hartley’s nar-
row and legalistic definition of an em-
ployer is inconsistent with the act's pur-
pose of encouraging a free choice in the
selection of a bargalning representative.” All
persons who Interfere in any way with this
free choice should be deterred and the em-
ployer held liable for their conduct—not
only the agents but any who act “in the
interest of the employer,” as was the case
under the Wagner Act.

DISCHARGES OF UNION SYMPATHIZERS

Nothing is certain but death and taxes—
and the firing of union sympathizers from
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jobs in southern textile mills as soon as an The situations briefly referred to above An organizer for TWUA paid the town a
organizing drive is launched by TWUA. were all part of a speclal survey made of visit to see his father who had lived there

From the day in 1939 that the TWUA was the dismissal problem in a single year in for some years and had quietly acquired a
formally set up as an international union, an area covering just 16 textile mills, In reputation as a respectable and responsible
it has been established that sympathetic that single year—in those 16 plants—there citizen. The organizer himself was not un-
southern textile workers have been fired in were 200 workers fired for what was clearly known. He had been born and raised in that
every single organizing situation. union activity, ranging from signing cards, part of Alabama.

The reason for the wholesale dismissals to attending meetings, to signing up other His visit originally was personal, but he
is obvious. It weakens the union which, workers, to being committee members, and soon became aware of the discontent among
under the politically-appointed NLRB of the to standing at the plant gates distributing the cotton millworkers. With the permis-
Taft-Hartley era, can rarely get anyone to union literature. Of the 200 workers in- slon of his director, he returned to Alexander
investigate discharge cases speedily or fully. volved, only 14 were ordered reinstated by City, registered at the hotel and invited
Dy biie vime e Duaci BT BEAAUEGE 208 T ALE M Tabl Ieh LAk or D S teo N Bt IR Splandoad Disarhe Teolzad e ot Bt M n e
some kind of action, union support has dis- 9 of the 16 actions filed, the Board either over the task of forming a union.
solved to such a degree that TWUA either dismissed the cases or refused to hear them Before any formal campaign was underway,
loses the election or has to withdraw from at all. the organizer was called to city hall by the
the situation. The records of the union and It would be an imporsible task to calcu- chief of police, G. Mack Horton, who told
of the various southern offices of the NLRB late the number of textile workers fired in the TWUA staffl member to “get the hell out
are loaded with evidence, fully documented, the South for union activity. TWUA is of town” or expect to be “mobbed.” Horton
of the scope and regularity of this terror constantly organizing in all of the 16 South- intimated he could be influential in getting
tactic. ern States. And from the very first day it the organizer drafted into the armed services.

At Belcraft Chenilles, Inc,, in Dalton, Ga., appeared at a plant back in the thirties, 1t The organizer was not too impressed; threats
35 active union supporters were dismissed has never had a single experience that didn't are commonplace in the life of a union or-
soon after the union drive began. The find workers being dismissed for their in- ganizer and he was on leave from the Mer-
NLRB dragged the case along for almost a Volvement with the union. chant Marine, after having served in combat
full year before ordering the immediate Firings in one-mill towns inevitably spread areas.
reinstatement of just 4 of the 35 who had fear which invarlably mounts as the firings Surveillance of the organizer's day-to-day
been fired. increase. In most cases this fear, plus the activities began soon. For months, two

At the Lawtex Corp. in Dalton, Ga., the mMany other pressures brought to bear on members of the police force, Alfonso Alford
same pattern developed. Twenty-four active textile workers by the employer and his and Floyd Mann, followed the organizer.
unionists who, incidentally, were all parish Stooges In the community, is sufficlent t0 When he sat down in a restaurant, one or
members of the only church in town that Weaken or destroy the union's campaigns. the other of them would also find a table.
supported the union, were dropped from DBut one of the more ugly manifestations of Wnenever the organizer drove out to the
their jobs. In this case, the NLRB refused this technique—and one which strikes even mill village, the police car followed. He
to issue a single complaint for any of the greater terror in the hearts of workers—is could not talk to a soul in town out of view
24 victims. 29 ﬂ:mgprh;'g:nllzd tl‘:;n'a::ead:n;ot;‘l,m% of either of these men. Still, he collected

Forty-seven active union supporters were om COmpan, mes, 8§, 00, signatures on TWUA cards. Something more
fired :t. General Latex & Chl;l;olcal Corp., has been a common practice in all parts of drastic evidently had to be done.
also in Dalton, Ga., after the company had 'h€ South where TWUA made inroads. It was. In plain daylight. Right in the
provoked a stiike of its employees by lay- . Facific Mills owns the village of Rhodiss, middle of town.
ing off seven union committee members. N.C. When TWUA began to organize the em- The organizer was assaulted without a
Despite the fact that evidence proved anti- Ployees there, Pacific ordered the chief of word by two thugs who “worked” in the cot-
union animus suficient to compel the NLRB police of Rhodiss, who just happened to be in  ton mill. He was beaten in sight of a uni-
1o issue a cease and desist order, the Board 1S employ asa plant guard, to keep all union  formed police officer, Alford, who stood
would not order reinstatement or back pay. aeetings and active adherents under strict within 10 feet of the fight and shouted abuse
In the course of the NLRB proceedings, four Surveillance. This was done. Soon there af the organizer while he was smashed in
workers were reinstated upon application. Were discharges and finally a union commit- the face until he bled, had his head rapped
The remaining 43 never got their jobs back. tf;man. vkvho hr‘;d ptehrsonalily signed gfego Pa& on the pavement and was kicked in the ribs

clfic workers T e union, wWas an as he lay in the gutter.

Rarely in the t 10 years under Taft-

Hartle yhas the TWUA belan able to process ‘hen evicted from his mill village home. The A goldier walking down the street made
¥ NLRB trial examiner in this case was moved 4 move to intervene, but Alford insisted that
successful reinstatement of dismissed work- i £ 3 vene, bu or a
ers through the NLRB. But that is just NEpar thay: - no one “interfere.” The officer also shouted
one phase of the problel'n. In all too many I believe the respondent’s plan to rid it- {5 the 20 or so shopkeepers witnessing the
instances the NLRB will refuse 0 800RPE poan Cipmrn b poimce e o  slugging that he would “make cash bond
oo % all and they never are in. Dad signed 50 people) included not only his for anyone who beat up a union organizer.”
the cases at a 31', ly Tot a3 separation from the payroll but separation The crgsniier staggered: to his foet.As
vestigated by this Federal agency, let alone g,y the right to occupy the company house. Chief Horton dro to th fierta
successfully adjusted. e ve up e scene. Horton
Not only was it calculated to impress on .04 the organizer and the two worker-

Both aspects of the problem—the failure Hamby, but also to impress on all others thugs into his car and took them to city
to win reinstatements and the failure in employed by the respondent and Hving In ;.1 oo S8 o Collboe et
most cases to get a formal hearing—can be .qm ¥ ed h the disastr ef- . w e dismissed, g

pany-own omes, the ous

buted to the climate engendered by the " to return to the mill. The organizer he
stohu st : % Tects of engaging in union activities. arrested, without making a formal charge.
e ety b B The eviction technique is an old one in qye joeal representative of the Veterans' Ad-
of the old Wagner Act, the NLRB was zeal- he South. It has been used not only t0  ministration, who heard of the beating, came
ous in protecting the rights of workers, e5- weaken union organizing efforts but to $o ity Lt G S B Ball Lo p S

paclalflyilwheg ﬂrln%ﬁ t’;’f’k pilme gg:?m’;fs smash strikes. It is a naked and almost In-  ganjzer

owed u ckly. - " :
i stamnpgieveny 16 the SOREh—apl ooy SRRy CULSIANIEN 1n the Irk o Horton refused to issue & warrant against
h N Ly, B one more weapon in the n. two men who had beaten the organizer.

there was a tangible feeling that the Boa arsenal used by millowners to keep their

personr[el wanted to help. Sara 1 bei e rlian A few days later, the organizer returned to
iy i it e S Alexander City with an out-of-town lawyer

mt?;lo:g: not eé?r??:tgzdemm :}:&bﬁghw ot.r!fa VIOLENCE AND GUNPFLAY who tried to have the local justice of the

racy of union claims that particular Alexander City might be considered a typi- Deace issue a warrant against the assailants.

wmorkersywere unfairly fired, The grevamng cal southern cotton mill town. It is iso- Finally, the justice did issue a warrant and
attitude ls: OK. You prove it beyond all lated In an essentially agricultural county, later sald that one of the two millworkers
doubt; you dig up the evidence; you get the distant from the industrial areas of Alabama, Dad been fined $25. Months later, when the
affidavits. Then, maybe we'll consider the Politically and economically it is domi- €Asé Was presented to a grand jury, no ac-
case—as at the E. T. Barwick Co., also of nated by one force, the Russell Manufactur- tion was taken.
Dalton, Ga., where five unionists were fired ing Co., and one family, the Russell family. Officer Alford, who had witnessed the beai-
for their activities, or the Central Manu- The mayor 10 years ago was Thomas C. Rus- 1Dg and offered ball for the assallants, openly
facturing Co. of Dalton, where two were dis- sell, uncle of Thomas D. Russell, president of threatened on other occasions to kill anyone
missed. three cotton mills owned by the Russell fam- Who joined the union. One of his favorite

In both these cases, the union’s com- ily. The mayor's name appeared on the com- ©xpressions, it was reported at an NLRB
plaints got short shrift and the Board never pany letterhead as treasurer. He owned the hearing, was:
made the slightest effort to investigate; curt principal bank. The Russell company owned “My gun will belch fire and smoke if I
letters indicated the refusal of the Board the hotel and the town water supply. The catch anyone joining."
to lssue a complaint or proceed otherwise firm’s other holdings included a woodwork- Another TWUA organizer took oath that
with the cases. In the case of Blue Ridge ing plant, a grist mill and a creamery * * * Alford threatened to shoot him if he re-
Spread Co. of Dalton, it took the Board more about the only other sources of employment mained in Alexander City.
than 5 months to decide that firings of two for those of the town’s 16,000 citizens who Officer Mann apparently also was assigned
union adherents should be dismissed for didn't trudge to the cotton mill to work every to an intimidation detail. He found a vet-
insufficient evidence. day. eran, Roy H. Boddie, then working in the
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Russell mill, who agreed for $100 to pick a
fight and beat up Ernest Willis, a union
sympathizer. Boddie was given a job on a
set of looms next to those Willls tended.
But, alter Boddie became acquainted with
‘Willis, he refused to go through with his bar-
gain. He quit the mill.

This bald recital of one case in one cam-
paign in one town in one State out of the
whole South may not have excited any
reader, but within it lies a record of bru-
tality, official perversion of justice, and cal-
lousness in law enforcement that should
shock any decent citizen, whether or not he
lives In the shadow of the Taft-Hartley Act.

The long sordid story of violence in the
South since the Taft-Hartley Act became
the law could—and does—go on and on.
TWUA files are packed with documentation
of Taft-Hartley inspired violence.

At Sllvertown, Ga., a TWUA organizer who
was directing a campalgn at the B. F. Good-
rich Co.'s Martha plant was beaten with a
blackjack, slashed with a knife and ordered
out of town under pain of death.

A woman organizer was kidnaped by armed
antiunion employees of the American Thread
Co.’s Tallapoosa, Ga., plant, and union mem-
bers who were distributing leaflets at the
plant gates were assaulted.

A grisly story was unfolded before the
Senate subcommittee on labor-management
relations at a hearing held in Morristown,
Tenn., to inquire into the violence surround-
ing the calling of the State militia into a
strike at American Enka Corp.

The sworn testimony reported here is that
of Lonnie A, Warwick, an executive board
member of a TWUA local at the plant. He
had been arrested on a charge of violating
an Injunction. A State policeman, a deputy
sheriff and a National Guardsman took War-
wick and several others to jail. He was to
be locked up. His sworn statement taken
from the subcommittee transcript reads:

“Jailer Haskins says, ‘Follow me." I fol-
lowed him to the back of the jail where
you start down the steps. At the moment
I turned my head. I heard something com-
ing shuffing, and Sergeant Gilbert (a State
policeman) threw out his foot and at-
tempted to trip me. At that moment I
grabbed the rail. When I grabbed the rall,
he hit me on the right side with a blackjack.
By that time Patrolman Chapman is up to
me, and he laid my scalp open with another
blackjack here. By that time Tommy Sams
(another State policeman) was on the scene.
He hit me three times with a blackjack. I
am on the first landing then.

“Then jailer Haskins used his key ring
on my arm. Then he proceeded to hit me In
the kidneys here with a pistol butt. I went
down then, and they kicked me down the
three or four remaining steps, and I was
bleeding very freely. And they kicked me
the remainder, or the length of the jail, into
the jail cell, and left me there for 2 hours
without medical attention. They did come
every once in a while and look in.

“So, after about 2 hours, & man came into
my cell with a briefcase, stated he was a
doctor, and asked me how I received my in-
jury. Of course, the Natlonal Guard and
Haskins was there, so I told him I had no
statement to make. So he did give me just
a brief examination and walked out.

*So In a few minutes—"

Mr, Cooley (committee counsel):
know who this man was?”

Mr, Warwick: "“It turned out to be Dr.
Davis. He was a physiclan. So, in a few
minutes, Sergeant Gilbert, Sams and Chap-
man and Jailer Haskins came into the cell
and told me to get up off the bunk, of which
it took me some few minutes to get, so I
could get stralght so I could get up. I was
in great pain. So then they made me walk
upstairs without any assistance.”

Warwick’s narrative continued with an-
other incident at Dr. Davis’ office,

“Do you
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“There the blood was washed off me by
the nurse. Then there was some pictures
taken, Then I was taken into the X-ray
room and, with a lot of trouble, they finally
got me to lay on the X-ray table. Then
there was a commotion and I asked the Na-
tional Guardsman what had happened, He
sald that they had beat Switzer (a TWUA
representative) up and taken him to jail.
And my attorney, they had knocked him out;
but he was a damn good man, he had come
to already. And they locked him up.”

Dr. Davls, according to Warwlick, said the
beaten man belonged in a hospital, Pres-
ently, Warwick continued:

“So in some 5 minutes, or something, I
was helped by Natlonal Guardsmen off the
X-ray table, put into the car with National
Guardsmen, Sergeant Gilbert, and a State
police officer. I was pushed over and in
great pain, and there was three National
Guardsmen in the back seat of the car with
me,

“Sgt. Carl Gllbert started to cussing
me. One young National Guardsman, with
fuzz on his face about half an inch long,
threatened to knock my teeth down my
throat or knock them out with a club. I
was then taken for a ride to Nabor’s Clinic.”

Bitter and distasteful as these stories are,
they do not tell in themselves the deeper
tragedy of violence. That must be inferred
by the reader—the reader who realizes that
the deeper tragedy left behind by violence is
not the bleeding skin, broken bones and
scars left on the bodies of the victims, de-
plorable as these may be,

The ultimate tragedy of violence is that
it reflects a breakdown of law and order, a
return to the code of fang and claw, another
retreat instead of an advance for mankind
in its struggle to go forward. These inci-
dents—but a handful taken at random from
TWUA files—demonstrate dismally that the
Taft-Hartley Act, especially in its effect in
the South, has become a blueprint for vio-
lence and a dark monument to brutality.

THE CLOSING OR MOVING OF THE MILL

Fear inspiring as violence is, there is still
another horizon almost as bleak to the
southern textile worker. That is the spec-
ter of unemployment.

Because s0 large a proportion of this basic
American industry is still unorganized, its
wage scales are woefully behind those of
the other major manufacturing occupa-
tions. The textile worker almost never plles
up a financial backlog in Dixie. If his stand-
ard of lving is more than from hand to
mouth, it is almost invariably because more
than one member of his family tends the
loom or doffs the spindle,

For that reason, when violence fails to
halt an organizing drive or does not stop
the flow of signed membership cards into
the union office, the southern millowner
threatens to, or actually padlocks his fac-
tory and leaves poverty in the mill village.
Even more, his departure may, and very
often does, splinter the economic spine of
the community. Darlington, S.C., can tes-
tify to that.

In 1956, Darlington Manufacturing Co.
was the main source of revenue for this
town, providing about one-third of the
community purchasing power. A modern,
efficient cotton mill operated by Deering,
Milliken & Co., it gave over 500 workers an
income. To be sure, the income was modest
for the wage scales were low; but the mill
was at least a steady source of rent and
grocery money. Working conditions were
deplorable by comparison with standards
TWUA has been able to secure in mills it
has organized.

For that reason, the workers at Darling-
ton wanted a union. They wanted It so
desperately that they survived the burden
of surveillance, brainwashing, and scorn
heaped upon them by management and the
conservative elements of the community.

January 24

They went to the NLRB poll and they voted
to have TWUA become their
agent. That was In September.

Seven days after the election Darlington's
board of directors announced they would
recommend liguidation of the mill at a spe-
cial meeting of the stockholders called for
October 17.

That meeting was held and, in a brief 30
minutes, the economic artery of the com-
munity was gashed and left to drain. The
man with the lancet was Roger Milliken,
young but conservative, quiet but arrogant
scion of an aristocratic New England family.
He had taken over control of a chain of
more than 30 textile mills several years be-
fore on the death of his stately father, Ger-
rish Milliken.

Roger Milliken himself owned 110,000 of
the 150,000 shares of stock in Darlington
Manufacturing Co. When he announced his
decision, the mill’s fate was sealed. This
was underlined by the fact that the press
release announcing the liquidation of the
mill was mimeographed before the brief
meeting was held.

By the following December the mill and
its fixtures were put on the auction block.
Within a matter of a few months some 200
of the 500 or more workers who had run
the machines for Milliken had left the
community in search of work elsewhere.
The city’'s leaders were frantic in their search
for some other firm to come to Darlington to
occupy the brick structure that once had
been the economic lifeblood of the town.

Immediately the newspapers of the area
leaped upon the terrible consequences of
Milliken’s callous indifference to the fate of
Darlington. But rather than denounce this
cold financier who had left them stranded,
they blamed the closing upon the handful of
textile workers who had simply wanted a
falrer share of economic security and had
dared to vote for a union in order to obtain
it. To the press and the business commu-
nity, the liquidation of Darlington Manu-
facturing served as a bitter lesson—mnot to
management, but to workers. It was made
out to be a crime committed by unionism,
not by management.

The NLRB, at the instigation of TWUA,
held a hearing, now that Darlington Manu-
facturing Co. was a corpse. The ex-
aminer reported that nothing could be done
to bring the owner, Roger Milliken, to book.
Still, TWUA has not given up the fight over
Darlington. It cannot, for this flagrant case
of a runaway mill is an example to other
textile managements who care little for their
workers and less for their social r
i;lbmty to the community that supplies their
abor.

Among the gestures that TWUA has made
to attract public and Government attention
to the plight of the town of Darlington was
to send a delegatlon of the mill's workers
to Washington to picket the office of the
NLRB. Their placards were to the point.
One read, “NLEB, Are Bosses' Voices All You
Can Hear?” Another asked, “While the
NLRB Stalls, How Can We Eat and How Can
‘We Live?"

A TWUA representative who accompanied
the group to Washington reported that one
worker paused as they passed the statue
of “Justice.” Bhe stared at the monument
and then turned to her companion and said:

“It makes me wonder whether that blind-
fold was supplied by a southern textile mill-
owner, and I'm ready to believe that if you
could rip off that blindfold, we'd find ‘Jus-
tice’ winking one of her eyes at us.”

Roger Milliken was not the first such run-
away employer TWUA has dealt with.
Chances are he will not be the last, unless
something is done to make the National
Labor Relations Act and the agency that
administers it strong enough to stand up
to managerial arrogance.
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Even the Taft-Hartley Act says, “Employees
shall have the right to self-organization,
to form, join, or assist labor organizations
# * »7 Instances such as the Darlington
liquidation to avoid unionization makes a
mockery of what is supposedly a guarantee
to workers of their right freely to choose a
union.

Remedies must be found if the principle
of collective bargaining is to be maintained,
if management is to be held socially respon~
sible, and if free choice is still to be the
right of the men who make the Nation's
cloth.

THE EMPLOYERS WILL TRY TO STALL

First dawdle, delay, and defer. Then post-
pone, protract, and prolong. Take one step
forward and two steps backward, then hedge,
haggle, and hinder. That’s the way to do the
big stall. That's the way to waltz around
workers while their efforts at self-organiza-
tion are kicked to pieces in the courts and
before the National Labor Relations Board.

Southern textile millowners were taught
these steps in a hurry by a small band of
crafty lawyers. And they learned fast,
especially since the accompaniment of the
Taft-Hartley law made the whole routine
simple.

And they can change partners easily with-
out missing a step. If they aren't follow-
ing Taft-Hartley, then they can take their
lead from the “right-to-work" laws or from
the politically appointed and politically
biased members of the NLRB.

This  “never-do-today-what-can-be-put-
off-till-tomorrow"” philosophy has paid real
dividends for southern textile employers. It
has stopped effective organization in its
tracks. It has wiped out established local
unions of textile workers. It has prevented
certification of the Textile Workers Union
of America as bargaining agent for workers,
even after NLRB election victories; and it
has made impossible the culmination of col-
lective bargaining in signed contracts.

The southern stall has more varieties than
Heinz has condiments. And in all instances
the purpose is the same—to squeeze out ex-
tra time in which to tferrorize employees,
spread rumors, fire union adherents, channel
community pressure on all who sign union
cards and, in many cases, to evict union fol-
lowers from company-owned homes. Under
Taft-Hartley and under the new administra-
tive rulings of the politically appointed
NLRB members, getting delay after delay is

In most cases the employers are ac-
commodated merely for the asking—even
when the request is not made in writing, as
required by the law.

In other cases the millowners—or, to be
more exact, their sly legal experts—display
a remarkable ingenuity in finding new ways
of stalling for extra time in which to frighten
off union sympathizers.

Like the owners of Cherokee Textile Mills
in Sevierville, Tenn., where the TWUA pe-
titloned for an NLRB election on October 9,
19566, with a clear-cut majority of the workers
signed up. Two days later the company dis-
tributed large posters through the plant
warning employees against union activity.
While this pressure was being exerted, su-
pervisors undertook a systematic questioning
of all suspected union adherents.

Two weeks later the NLRB announced
that a hearing on the union’s petition for
an election would be held on November 14.
On November 1, the Board indicated that the
employer had been granted a postponement
of a week, since the president of the com-
pany said he couldn't attend the scheduled
hearing because he had a date with a cus-
tomer.

The union notified the Board at once of
the terror tactics that had been launched in
the plant and pointed out that the delay
served only to allow the employer that much
more time for intimidation of unionists in
his employ.
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It took 6 weeks to get to the first hearing
and it is significant that the president of
the firm, A, G, Heinsohn, Jr., who was too
busy to attend the original hearing, did not
say & word throughout the hearing. Neither
did his local attorney, M. W, Egerton. In-
stead, the company's case was presented by
Whiteford 8. Blakeney, mastermind of much
of the employer opposition to TWUA in the
South.

Blakeney killed time at this and subse-
quent hearings by deliberately demanding
that certaln plant employees be included in
the voting and bargaining unit even though
these categories are specifically barred by
the law. By making formal demand, how-
ever, he forced the hearing officer to file a
formal report to the NLRB which, in turn,
had to issue a formal finding,

Cherokee wanted the head nurse at the
plant, its mechanical negineer, its draftsman
in charge of machine research, its laboratory
technician and all of the watchmen included
in the production and maintenance unit for
which TWUA had petitioned.

But fearful that this might not win a
lengthy enough stall, Blakeney demanded
that the vice president in charge of fabric
research also be included in the unit. And
to top even that, he insisted that the pilot
of the company-owned airplane be placed
in the very same unit.

The case dragged on and on. The com-
pany’s ridiculous demands were rejected
and an election was finally ordered. The
intimidation and brainwashing of union
adherents had been thorough and effective,
however, in the months that elapsed. TW-
UA lost by a vote of 2 to 1.

At the Valdese Manufacturing Co. in
Valdese, N.C., the same pattern developed.
The union signed up a majority. An elec-
tion was sought. The company asked for
and secured several delays. Many months
elapsed between the TWUA petition and the
date of election.

During these months, the company spread
fear and intimidation. Its pressure paid off
again, thanks to the extra time so generously
glven to the employer by the NLRB—over
the protests of the union and despite the
fact that the company had not made its re-
quests for postponements in accordance
with the requirements of the law. TWUA
lost the election and the Valdese employees
once again were at the mercy of the com-
pany, with no protection of any kind
against reprisals.

There are scores of cases for which TWUA
has documentation where this technique of
stalling is invoked to gain precious time for
the employer—time in which to frighten off
union adherents and hack away at union
strength in the mills. And the representa-
tives of the National Labor Relations Board,
strangely responsive to the rising antiunion
climate generated by the Taft-Hartley law,
the right-to-work laws, conveniently put
no obstacles in the path of southern textile
millowners when they seek delay after delay,
postponement after postponement, or when
they use the most brazen and obvious sub-
terfuges in order to stall cases.

The following report from TWUA southern
staff member, whose sole activity is the proc-
essing of cases before the NLRB, pinpoints
the pattern:

“Invariably the employer appears at the
hearing with his attorney, or a speeial labor
consultant, or both, and proceeds to stall.
When he no longer can get delays he starts
to ‘build a case' by means of voluminous pro-
ceedings based on demands that he and his
advisers know are out of order and will not
be upheld by the Board in the end. But
what care they? They will have gailned val-
uable time.

“As a general rule, every classification in
the plant is developed and argued extensively
at the hearings. In most cases the employer
and his representatives distort the facts
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about supervisory employees, clerical and
office workers, and others who are not nor-
mally included in the production and main-
tenance unit. It thus becomes necessary
for union attorneys to engage in long cross-
examination in order to prove that these em-
ployees are ineligible to be included in the
voting and bargaining unit. But even this is
complicated by the obviously coached eva-
siveness of the company witnesses.

“This is done in plants of all sizes. In the
smaller plants it enables the employers to
win inordinate delays. In the larger plants,
with more numerous classifications about
which to argue, the delays are even greater.
But small or large, the pattern is the same.

“Here again, as in the case of all other
types of antiunion activities, the conduct of
the employers is so much of a piece, so iden-
tical in character that it becomes quite evi-
dent that a highly efficient and carefully co-
ordinated conspiracy to prevent collective
bargaining exists in the textile industry in
the South. Same actions, same language,
same chronology and—usually, the same law-
yers and labor consultants.”

Credit the southern textile owners with
flexibility. When they weren't able to kill
off the union during the first phase of stall-
ing prior to an NLRB election, or prior to
actual certification, they swung into action
with the second stage of their guided mus-
cles. For to these employers, certification
merely marks the beginning of a new phase
in the warfare, a phase directed by high-
powered, high-priced barristers.

Scratch a union-busting southern textile
owner and you find a man who sanctimoni-
ously claims to belleve in the principle of
collective bargaining and who boasts that he
never refused to sit down with the union if
it was certified "to represent his employees.
This is technically true; but since the law
does not compel the completion of an agree-
ment, the southern millowner and his ad-
visers go through the motions, secure in the
fact that their good faith will not be at-
tacked by the NLRB and quletly exultant
and confident that the dreary, drawnout
haggling and higgling will ultimately kill
off the union in the plant.

It is discouraging to report that time has
proved them to be right. The unlon lost 28
locals, all when employers went through the
motions of negotiating but refused to make
one move in the direction of honest dealings
as a prelude to a contract.

The roster of lost locals in the files of
TWUA, with the following, typlcal nota-
tions is a depressing tribute to the deadly
effect of Taft-Hartley on southern unionism:
“Lost decertification election,” “Strike for
renewal, lost,” “Dropped after renewal nego-
tiations failed,” “Dropped, 1953. No longer
effective bargaining agent,” “Strike for re-
newal lost,” “Dropped, renewal negotiations
stalled,” “Dropped, negotiations fruitless,”
“Lost strike after renewal negotiations broke
down,” “Lost members. No renewal obtain-
able,” “Lost strike for renewal,” “Lost mem-
bership; couldn’'t get contract.”

This file of frustration grows steadily.
Talk of the monopoly of labor to TWUA
field representatives and they will smile rue-
fully and silently hand you this organiza-
tional obituary in rebuttal.

Let's take a trip through some mill towns
down South where they cotton to every-
thing but union contracts.

There's Roanoke Mills Co., of Roanocke
Rapids, N.C., where, in 1948, TWUA was
certified as bargaining agent for the workers
and the company agreed to negotlate. But
the president of the firm, F. C. Williams,
decided that his workers no longer wanted
to be represented by the union despite the
fact that they had voted for it in the secret
election and despite the fact that the NLRB
had finally certified it. Willilams made no
bones about this position and, in fact, told
it to his employees in a letter in which he also
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bragged that he was out to show that the
union not only wasn't wanted by the work-
ers, but would never get a contract with his
company.

Despite this, Willlams met with the union
negotiators whenever he was requested to
and even “bargained” over various contract
proposals. After each negotiating session he
would dash off a letter to the employees
telling them what had happened—always
stressing that one of the union demands
was for a checkoff of dues. Willlams insisted
throughout the protracted bargaining that
he would never agree to a decent seniority
system, would never accept a proposed
grievance procedure, would not agree to arbi-
tration, would not grant any protections
against unjust discharges, would not agree
to checkoffi of dues or a union security
clause, and would not give any wage in-
creases, To top that, he demanded that the
union be held financially responsible for any
unauthorized strikes that might occur,

A full year went by with nothing accom-
plished. All during that time, Willlams was
piling on the pressure in the plant. At the
end of a year a group of loyal employees
filed decertificatlon proceedings. An elec-
tion was ordered; the union lost. The stall
had worked once again,

When it comes to forcing workers to desert
their wunion, southern textile millowners
seem to operate on the theory that if at
first they don't secede, try, try again. Aldora
Mills of Barnesville, Ga., adopted that ap-
proach. It took half a decade of decelt and
delay, but in the end they made it. The
TWUA was smashed in the plant.

It all began here when the Taft-Hartley
law was little more than a gleam in the
eye of the National Association of Manu-
facturers. On August 18, 1945, the union
filed for an election at Aldora. On April
8, 1946, the election was held and TWUA
won. On April 23, 1946, the union was cer-
tified. On April 17, roughly a week before
certification, the union, on the basis of hav-
ing won the election, wrote to the company
requesting that negotiations for a contract
be started.

It took until August 27, 1946, to get the
company to sit down at the first joint nego-
tiating sesslon, In that period, TWUA tried
by letter, telegram and telephone to get the
firm to talk contract on more than a dozen
occasions. First the plant manager stalled.
Then he passed the buck to the company
attorney who killed more time. He finally
passed the baton to the company’s industrial
relations director who followed the pattern
of procrastination set by his colleagues,

The first bargalning sesslon was of so cal-
lous a nature that even the NLRB was
aghast. In commenting on this first meet-
ing in a later decision involving this firm
the Board pointed out that “The steno-
graphic reports of the negotiating meetings
received in evidence at the hearings are re-
plete with statements by the respondent’s
counsel to the effect that he did not con-
slder the wunion a representative of the
employees, that he did not think there was
a bona fide labor organization In existence
# » * the respondent unlawfully refused to
bargain with the union. * * * In addition,
we find not only evidence of bad faith but
also a per se violation of section 8(5) of the
act in the respondent’s studied derogation
of the union’s status as the bargaining rep-
resentative of the employees. * * * In our
opinion such behavior impugns the validity
of Board certifications and evinces disdain
for the orderly processes of collective bar-
gaining. These delays and evasions * * *
constitute, in our opinion, the antithesis of
the good faith bargaining required by the
statute. We find the respondent’'s unlawful
refusal to bargain began with the first re-
quest for negotiations on April 17, 1946.”

Following the first meeting, which even
the NLRB found intolerable, there were 16
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separate negotiating sessions in T months
clear through to March 20, 1947. Needless
to say, all of these sessions were fruitless in
view of the company's stall.

Late in March 1947, the NLRB held a hear-
ing following a formal complaint by the
union. It took more than 2 months for the
NLRB trial examiner's report to be issued. It
took another 15 months before the NLRB
ordered the firm to bargain with TWUA and
to cease and desist from interfering with the
employee’s right to self-organization and,
incidentally, to reinstate four active union-
ists who were unjustly discharged. Nothing
happened. The company, by totally ignoring
the NLRB, told it, in effect, to go to hell,

But, despalr not, dear reader. Think not
that justice was blind. No—just deaf and
dumb. Only another year and a half passed
before the U.S. Court of Appeals, Fifth Cir-
cuit, enforced the order of the NLRB on
March 20, 1850. Thus, exactly 4 years and
7 months from the time it all began, it
ended.

No contract. No members. No wunion.
Chalk up another one for the Big Stall.

These scattered samplings of stalling spell
out & pattern that can be documented in
detall by the TWUA. Hundreds upon hun-
dreds of similar situations are described in
reports, letters, and afidavits which we are
prepared to furnish to any governmental
group seriously seeking to study the effects of
14 years of Taft-Hartley upon southern
workers and thelr unions.

Nor is it strange that the tactics used from
plant to plant and from State to State are
so similar. These are, for the most part,
not isolated instances of union smashing.
They are part of a shrewdly and carefully
devised pattern evolved primarily by two
highly successful lawyers for whom the
loopholes of Taft-Hartley have proved to be
a real bonanza.

S0 exact is the pattern that, in many
instances, company demands or counter-
demands upon the union are in identical
language.

Notices on bulletin boards, letters to em-
ployees, circulars, ads in newspapers, and
even lectures to captive audiences of work-
ers turn up the same language.

The curiously concerted character of the
counteroffensive against attempts of tex-
tile workers to form unions of their own
free cholce suggests almost a conspiracy to
thwart self-organization and to subvert the
law’'s guarantee of the right of workers to
join unions. It certainly suggests that Con-
gress should take more than a fleeting glance
to determine whether all of the improper
acts by southern textile employers are not,
in fact, clear violations of the Federal stat-
ute.

THE REMEDY

You have just read the unadorned story of
an industry, a union, and a law.

The industry, sprawling, profitable, and
basic to the well-being of our Nation, oper-
ates as though it 1s not part of America’s
economic plcture and as though this is not
1961. In the most literal sense of the word,
the southern textile industry is feudalistie,
Arrogant in its strength and immunity, it
continues to gain strength from the lopsided
labor law of the land which so blatantly
favors employers over workers in its actual
day-to-day operation as to violate the in-
tent even of the Members of Congress who
enacted it in 1947, in the mistaken bellef
that they were balancing labor-management
relations.

The union—which prior to 1947 represent-
ed more than one-third of the textile work=-
ers and today represents less than a third,
despite the passage of 14 years and the ex-
penditure of $10 million—still carries on its
crusade to bring 20th century labor-manage-
ment relations to the dark corners of the
South, where textile millowners rule supreme,
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It is clear that, given a free choice and a
fighting chance, textile workers will seek the
benefits of decent, democratic trade union-
ism as practiced by the Textile Workers
Union of America. In situation after situ-
ation, up to 50 percent of the workers In a
glven textile plant sign union cards and
voice their desire to be represented by
TWUA. There is no trouble, as a rule, get-
ting the cards signed. The trouble starts
after an election is sought. It is then that
the real danger and the actual one-sidedness
of the Taft-Hartley law become apparent.

The ramifications of the Taft-Hartley law
have been illustrated by the true stories you
have just read—stories that are still being
reenacted at places like the Avondale mills
in Sylacauga, Ala., the Olson Rug Co. In
Chicago, Ill., Monroe Upholstering Co., in
Baltimore, Md., and Danville Sllk Co., in
Danville, Pa.

There are literally hundreds of other cases,
carefully documented, which cover similar
situations. TWUA is ready to make all of
these records avallable to any interested gov-
ernmental agency.

Our files are open; the facts are there.
Does any Federal agency or committee care
to study them in detail?

Even a cursory examination of events in
textile mills and villages in the South during
the past 14 years of Taft-Hartley is shocking.
A detalled congressional study of how this
law has harmed workers and their unions
while alding and abetting employers is in
order, not by a hastily designated subcom-
mittee of an already overburdened parent
committee, but by a new select committee
with funds and trained personnel that will
enable it to dig up facts and figures beyond
what TWUA is prepared to make immediately
available.

Buch a congressional investigation of a
basic industry and a basic law should also
address itself to the serlous question of
whether a group of political appointees can
be permitted to twist the law out of all rec-
ognition—indeed, to amend it, in effect—by
capricious and biased administrative inter-
pretations.

This is precisely what the members of the
National Labor Relations Board have done to
the Taft-Hartley law. Yet the NLRB has
been allowed to subvert the law and usurp
powers it was never intended to have and
remain uninvestigated, wunchallenged, and
unchecked. This danger to the democratic
concept is of as much concern to us as citi-
zens as the effect of Taft-Hartley on organi-
zatlion of southern workers is to us as trade
unionists.

Such an investigation by a select commit-
tee will do more than establish the truth or
inaccuracy of the details we have presented
in this story and the voluminous informa-
tion in our files. What we have presented
are facts, solid and incontrovertible; so we
are not worried on that score.

Such a probe can, at this critical moment
in the industrial life of our Nation, restore
the failth of all Americans in the value and
benefits of orderly, decent labor-manage-
ment relations. It can prove to the world
that ours is not a Government that seeks to
enrich employers while enslaving or punish-
ing workers. It can shatter the myth spread
assiduously by Communists and other foes
of the democratic structure in government
that elected representatives aren't really in-
terested in or capable of creating an atmos-
phere of fairness and equity.

Buch a probe can, we believe, help the
textile workers by restoring the govern-
mental protection to which they are entitled.
It can help the textile industry by eliminat-
ing obstructions to true stabilization. The
Textile Workers Union of America would wel~
come such an intensive investigation of the
industry, the union, and the law. We do not
believe the leaders of the textile Industry
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should oppose it; they, too, should cooper-
ate fully.

If, as southern textile millowners and

their apologists insist, the workers want no
part of unionism, such a congressional in-
quiry will make that apparent. If, as some
prominent Washingtonians have charged in
the past, TWUA is in bad repute among
southern workers and, therefore, incapable of
effectively organizing these employees under
any circumstances, such a farflung probe
will establish that, too.

We are ready and willing—indeed, anx-
ijous—to take our chances on such a thor-
oughgoing study of this phase of the indus-
try in which we have operated over these
many years.

The AFL-CIO, of which our union is a
part, has urged the passage of several amend-
ments to Taft-Hartley with which we are
in full agreement. However, the unusual
position we are In makes necessary our call
for additional specific amendments to re-
store a semblance of sanity and stability
to southern labor relations. For while we
belleve that every union and every worker
has lost something because of the effect of
the Taft-Hartley law and/or the climate it
created, we know that of all the major in-
dustrial groups in the Nation, only the tex-
tile workers have lost nearly everything.

As an Industrial citizen, the unorganized
southern textile worker i1s back where he
was in 1032; he has no rights at all. This
condition is atypical; it iIs different from
conditions prevalling in all other branches
of American industry.

The southern section of the textile indus-
try is an area where legitimate collective
bargaining has not been accepted; where
the union is struggling desperately to main-
tain life; where employers utilize any means,
including the most horrendous violence, to
smash the union before it takes steady steps
toward maturlty; where entire textile-geared
communities are mobilized against the right
of workers to organize; where employers play
a kind of hide and seek with a hesitant Fed-
eral agency charged with the responsibility of
removing obstructions to the rights of work-
ers to form, join, and maintain trade unions
of thelr own choice.

Barring a more dramatic and more funda-
mental approach to this problem of all
Americans, particular amendments are essen-
tial—amendments that go somewhat beyond
those suggested by the natlional office of the
AFL-CIO.

The special nature of southern textile’s
labor relatlons headache was recognized by
the Subcommittee on Labor and Labor-Man-
agement Relations of the U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. In its
report to the 2d session of the 82d Congress
in 1951, the committee stated:

“Belf-organization and collective bargain-
ing (in the southern textile industry) are
steadily losing ground. The retreat of union
organization is being compelled by employer
campalgns on an areawide front. Much of
this campaign is being conducted in shock-
ing violation of the Labor-Management Re-
lations Act and the National Labor Relations
Board appears to be powerless to cope with
the situation.

“The extent and effectiveness of this op-
position in the southern textile industry are
almost unbelievable,”

In suggesting the following amendments
to the Taft-Hartley law, the Textile Workers
Union of America merely seeks to restore real
balance to labor relations in America. We
ask no special favors, We ask for the south-
ern textile worker only that protection by
law, in the pursult of his right to self-or-
ganization, to which he is entitled.

We are not asking anyone to organize
workers for us—Ileast of all the Government,
Given half the opportunity in a less terroris-
tic climate, we are confident that we can win
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to our union the great mass of the under-
privileged and underpaid southern textile
workers. Enrolling these men and women in
our ranks and protecting their standards and
their interests is our responsibility—more
than that, our primary basis for existence.

We have the money, the manpower and
the know-how., We have the experience, the
desire and the confidence. We will fulfill
our function. We will bring to southern
textile workers all of the benefits of honest,
American trade unionism. That is our job
and we will perform it. We want no one else
to assume this obligation for us.

What we propose are five simple steps to
sow in the South the seeds of sanity, sin-
cerity and stability in labor-management re-
lations. These are, in our view, minimum
recommendations. We frankly do not be-
lieve they go far enough. They will not solve
the problem. But they do represent move-
ment in the right direction.

Nor will these amendments by themselves
guarantee success in our organizing efforts.
The nature of the southern textile industry
is such that progress in unionization will be
slow, hard and unspectacular, But at least
the workers will have a fighting chance to
win the benefits of bona fide unionism. And
the union will have a degree of freedom in
communicating with the workers and
to convince them that membership in
the Textile Workers Union of America Is to
their distinct advantage.

That's all the workers in southern textile
mills seek—just a fighting chance to make a
truly free choice about their future,

Ultimately, in our view, no plecemeal ap-
proach to this problem can prove effective.
The textile industry is basic and unique. Its
problems—in particular, its labor relations
problem—are so radically different from
those of other major industries in America
as to justify a bold approach in an effort, not
merely to protect the textile workers, but to
safeguard the industry itself from its own
shortsightedness, planlessness, outmoded
production, research and distribution tech-
niques, reckless competition, and unwilling-
ness or inability to unite against external
pressures such as mounting imports from
Japan and other low-wage countries.

Toward this end, we favor the eventual in-
troduction of a special act—{following closely
the form and substance of the Rallway Labor
Act—to govern this essential industry and
gulde it toward stability and further growth.

But for acutely needed, Immediate rellef
in our industry, we urge the enactment of
amendments to the Taft-Hartley law along
the following lines:

1. Revocation of immunity given to em-
ployers under existing laws to coerce and in-
timidate employees under the guise of free
speech; employers should be held responsible
for their words in labor-management dis-
putes to the same extent that others are held
Hable for the spoken word.

2. The rule of agency in the present law
should be changed so that an employer can
be held responsible for the unlawful anti-
union conduct of those acting in his behalf
or in his interest, and so that such agents
shall also be held accountable.

3. Restore the right of the National Labor
Relations Board to conduct prehearing elec-
tions on the basis of evidence presented by
a union that it represents employees In a
plant, as one step in the speeding up of all
NLRB decisions. The interests of justice re-
quire speedy resolution of NLRE cases in
weeks—not months or even years as is the
common situation today.

4. Provide adequate penalties against em-
ployers who persistently and repeatedly com-
mit unfair labor practices.

5. Repeal section 14b. The Federal Gov-
ernment should insure uniform laws in the
labor relations fleld affecting interstate com-
merce so that different State courts and State
legislatures will not continue the confusion of
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a veritable Tower of Babel and continue to
be free to overrule Federal policy in this
field.

Even though there is not enough back-
ground of experience at this writing, the difi-
culties which the Landrum-Grifin amend-
ments add to Taft-Hartley are obvious in at
least three respects.

The new law has the effect of forcing union
members to work on struck goods even where
the employer is willing, by contractual pro-
vision, to exempt them from such distaste-
ful tasks.

It places severe restrictions upon organi-
zational and unfair labor practice picketing,
thus denylng unions the right to protest
against substandard conditions.

It also restricts the right of labor to advise
the consuming public that merchants are
selling struck goods.

Each of these provisions is inequitable and,
in our opinion, cries out for amendment.

The story we have unfolded has been the
same story from 1947 to 1961. The sequel
to this story is in the hands of the men and
women in Washington who make the laws
that govern us.

The executive branch of the Government
and every Member of both Houses of Con-
gress have been presented with this book.
‘We can only hope that what they have read
will convince them that serious measures are
essential to cope with this national scandal.

We hope, too, that the many readers of
this book who are just ordinary folk wind
up with a clearer plcture of a phase of Amer-
ican life of which they were formerly un-
aware. If they then write to their own Con-
gressmen, urging that some remedial action
be taken and suggesting a comprehensive
inquiry by a select committee, then literally
hundreds of thousands of textile workers
below the Mason-Dixon line will know that
they are no longer the forgotten men and
women of our generation.

REPLY TO AD IN WASHINGTON
POST

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, on Janu-
ary 2, a two-page ad appeared in the
Washington Post petitioning the Mem-
bers of this House to abolish the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities.

Three hundred and twenty-seven per-
sons signed the ad. A number of them
have been identified as members of the
Communist Party. A few dozen of them
are notorious for the fact that, over a
period of many years, they have unwa-
veringly promoted the line of Moscow
and the Communist Party in this coun-
try.

As I read the charges made against
the committee in the ad and attempted
to analyze them, I could not help think-
ing of numerous propaganda charges I
have read in the past which have been
made against the United States by the
Soviet Union. The ad had certain char-
acteristics which are typical of Soviet
anti-U.S. propaganda, the principal ones
being these:

First. The accusations made are
broad, sweeping and vague—so much so
that it is difficult to determine precisely
what actions they refer to. For this rea-
son, as our representatives in the United
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Nations and the officials of our informa-
tion agencies have learned, the charges
are difficult to answer briefly and con-
cisely.

Second. The accusations are also com-
pletely without foundation, reminiscent
of the “big lie” technique usually asso-
ciated with Hitler but practiced by the
Communists long before anyone ever
heard of Hitler—and still used by them.

Third. The accusations are ostensibly
based on idealistic, noble and democratic
principles but are actually designed to
put an end to policies or practices which
hinder or frustrate the advance of com-
munism.

As I read the text of the petition in
this ad, and the five charges it made
against the committee, I was also re-
minded of a statement made by Lenin
many years ago—after he had been cited
for slander before a party tribunal be-
cause he had used lies in attacking his
adversaries. This is what he said on the
occasion:

The wording [of our press campaign
against our political foe] is calculated to
provoke in the reader hatred, disgust, con-
tempt. * * * The phrasing must be calcu-
lated not to convince but to destroy the ranks
[of the enemy|—not to correct the adver-

, but to annihilate, to raze to
the ground hls organization. This wording
must really be of such a kind as to provoke
the worst notions, the worst suspicions about
the adversary; it must sow discord in the
ranks of the proletariat and be the opposite
of phrasing which would convince and

I am intentionally sowing discord in the
ranks of * * * [the proletariat]. In regard
to such political enemies I conducted at that
time—and in case of a repetition or develop-
ment of the split, I will always carry out—
& fight of extermination.

The ad in the Washington Post was
calculated to provoke in its readers
“hatred, disgust, contempt” for the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities, “to
provoke the worst notions, the worst sus-
picions” about it—all with the purpose of
bringing about its liquidation.

The most discouraging aspect of the
ad was the fact that of the 327 signers,
69, or 21 percent, were clergymen and
another 6 were lay leaders of religious
organizations. In view of the Commu-
nists’ proclaimed hatred of God and re-
ligion; of the unrelenting persecution of
all religions carried on for many years
by Communist regimes; and in view of
the eountless and unspeakable atrocities
inflicted on believers in God by the Com-
munists, I had hoped that the day might
have arrived in this country when
clergymen, at least, might refuse to join
with known Communists in an enter-
prise of any kind. I was wrong. As I
said a moment ago, 69 clergymen signed
this lying, defamatory ad. Ten of them
were bishops and another six were pres-
idents or former presidents of theological
schools.

There is only one charge against the
committee in the ad that is all specific
and can, therefore, be readily answered.
The ad charges that:

The committee has perverted and thereby
imperiled the proper and necessary powers
of the Congress to conduct investigations.

Tied in with this accusation is the
charge, in the introductory text, that
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the Supreme Court in the Watkins case
“made it clear that the committee has
habitually misused its mandate in un-
constitutional ways for political pur-
poses; that it has become an agency for
repression; that it has usurped the func-
tions of the executive and judicial
branches of our Government.”

Both of these charges are outright lies.
The only finding the Supreme Court
made in the Watkins case, as the Court
itself subsequently pointed out most ex-
plicitly in Barrenblatt, was that Watkins
“had not been adequately apprised of
the subject matter of the subcommittee's
investigation or the pertinency thereto
of the questions he refused to answer.”

The Court did not find in Watkins that
the committee’s investigation had lacked
a proper legislative purpose.

It did not find the committee had in
any way exceeded its authority.

It did not find that the questions
Watkins refused to answer were not per-
tinent to the committee inquiry.

It did not find that the committee
“habitually” or in any other way mis-
used its mandate; that it operated un-
constitutionally in any sense; that it was
repressive in any fashion, or that it had
usurped the functions of the executive
or judicial branches.

The Court’s failure to make any such
findings in Watkins is a complete refuta-
tion of the above charge in the ad, be-
cause the Court itself said in Watkins
that the issue in the case was the “funda-
mental principles of the power of the
Congress and the limitations upon that
power."

Clearly, if the Committee on Un-Amer-
ican Activities had been guilty of un-
constitutional procedures, the Court, in
deciding a case that went to the funda-
mental principles of congressional com-
mittee power and the limitation upon
that power, would have made a finding to
such an effect. This, by its own wording
in Barrenblatt, it did not do.

The Washington Post ad in referring
to the committee, made another state-
ment that is pertinent to this issue. It
said:

We are confident that only a return to con-
stitutional procedures can protect us against
subversion without at the same time sub-
verting the very liberties we seek to protect.

But in the Barrenblatt case, in which
the Court upheld the contempt convic-
tion of a professor who had refused to
answer committee questions, the Court
again examined the question of the con-
stitutionality of the committee's pro-
cedures. Summarizing the basic issue in
the Barrenblatt case in its decision, the
Court said:

Once more the Court is required to resolve
the confilct of constitutional claims of con-
gressional power and of an individual’s right
to resist its exercise.

So in Barrenblatt again, the Court
went to the issue of the constitutionality
of the committee’s procedures—and
found that its actions were in no way
violative of the Constitution.

There is, therefore, absolutely no ju-
dicial authority for the charge that the
committee has wused unconstitutional
means or procedures. As a matter of
fact, all judicial authority is to the oppo-
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site effect because on numerous occa-
sions in recent years the committee’s
actions have been reviewed—and up-
held—by numerous courts on all levels.

Obviously, there can be no “return to
constitutional procedures” such as the
ad demands unless there is first a devia-
tion or departure from them. The im-
plied accusation against the committee
in this statement, in the face of the
numerous judicial findings to the con-
trary, can be classified only as another
lie.

The second numbered charge the ad
made against the committee is as fol-
lows:

The committee has helped discourage free
study and inguiry in working for peace while
the world is threatened with destruction.

Who threatens the world with destrue-
tion? The answer is common knowl-
edge—the international Communist
conspiracy, of which some of the ad
signers are members and to which many
of the other signers have given yeoman
service for years.

It follows that, since it is international
communism that threatens the world
with destruction, the true workers for
peace are those who impart factual
knowledge of this evil force so that it
can be better fought and, if possible, its
threat to destroy the world eliminated.

Did the committee help discourage
free study and inquiry in working for
peace when last month it relased vol-
ume II of its “Facts on Communism”
series—a work of over 350 pages on com-
munism in the Soviet Union, from the
time of Lenin to that of Khrushchev?
This volume is largely the work of Dr.
David J. Dallin, author and coauthor of
over a dozen outstanding books on com-
munism and the Soviet Union and a
man who is recognized throughout this
country—and in other lands as well—as
a leading authority on communism, the
Soviet Union and its foreign policy and
internal affairs. This volume, moreover,
does not represent merely the views or
scholarship of Dr. Dallin. It is heavily
documented with quotations from dozens
of recognized scholars of many nations.

Volume I of “Facts on Communism"”
was released by the committee last year
and dealt with the Communist ideology.
This volume was largely the work of Dr.
Gerhart Niemeyer, professor of political
science at the University of Notre Dame,
coauthor of “An Inquiry Into Soviet
Mentality” and also a recognized au-
thority in his field.

Was the committee discouraging “free
study and inquiry in working for peace"”
when, last year, it also released volume
I of “Selected Chronology of the World
Communist Movement”—a work cover-
ing all major developments in the growth
of world communism during the years
1818-1945? In the future, this chronol-
ogy will be brought up through the year
1957. It was prepared by Dr. Joseph G.
‘Whelan, analyst of Soviet and East Euro-
pean affairs of the Foreign Affairs Divi-
sion, Legislative Reference Service of the
Library of Congress, in consultation with
Dr. Sergius Yakobson, senior specialist
in Russian affairs for the Library's Leg-
islative Reference Service, and the com-
mittee staff.
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In 1956, the committee published a 5-
volume, 2,000-page work, “The Commu-
nist Conspiracy.” This series contained
basic documents on Communist doctrine,
aims, strategy, tactics, and objectives,
not only as regards the Soviet Union but
the United States and other nations of
the world as well.

Was this an attempt to discourage free
inquiry for peace?

Also, in 1956, the committee published
a 2-volume, 900-page work entitled “So-
viet Total War.” Over 120 persons—edu-
cators, labor leaders, journalists, secu-
rity officials such as J. Edgar Hoover and
Allan W. Dulles, military and religious
leaders—all of them authorities on one
aspect or another of communism or the
Soviet Union, contributed material to
this series.

Was free inquiry and world peace en-
dangered—or strengthened—by this ac-
tion?

Can anyone honestly claim that the
committee has discouraged free study
in working for peace because it has
published seven consultations on the
“Crimes of Khrushchev'—the butcher of
Budapest who is now dictator of the
Communist world? Or because it has
published 10 volumes, prepared by the
Legislative Reference Service of the Li-
brary of Congress, on the leaders of the
Communist movement in the Soviet
Union, Red China, and various satellites?

Has the committee discouraged free
study for peace when it has published
consultations with numerous authorities
on communism covering such subjects
as Communist psychological warfare,
the Communist strategy of protracted
conflict, Moscow's motivation in propos-
ing summit conferences, the persecution
of religion in Red China and North
Korea, Communist use of language—
and also trade—as a weapon?

Surely, it is obvious that such publi-
cations, by helping inform the Congress
and the American people about the na-
ture of their enemy, not only help pre-
serve the peace but also promote fur-
ther inquiry in the same or related fields
by giving capable scholars recognition
and an opportunity to impart their
knowledge to many thousands of people
who would not otherwise have the bene-
fit of it.

In addition, of course, in thousands of
pages of hearings held over the years,
the committee has kept the Congress
and the American people informed of
shifting U.S. Communist Party strategy
and tactics (which reflect Soviet direc-
tives) so that they may better cope with
the Communist challenge both here and
abroad while preserving the peace.

If it were true, as charged, that the
committee discourages free inquiry and
study in the cause of peace, would edu-
cators, journalists and clergymen such
as the following be active supporters
of, and cooperators with, the commit-
tee in its work?

Dr. George Loring Allen, University of
Oregon; Dr. Stefan T. Possony, George-
town University; Dr. Robert Straus-
Hupé, director of the foreign policy re-
search institute of the University of
Pennsylvania; Prof. William C. McGov-
ern, Northwestern University; Dr.
Anthony T. Buscaren, Le Moyne College;
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Dr. James D. Atkinson, Georgetown
University; Dr. Gerhart Niemeyer, Uni-
versity of Notre Dame.

Also, Max Eastman, John C. Caldwell,
Henry A. Kissinger, James Burnham,
Eugene Lyons, Edward Hunter, Con-
stantine Brown, Frederick Woltman,
Ludwell Denny, Willard Edwards, Ralph
deToledano, Dr. Charles W. Lowry, Dr.
Daniel A. Poling, Rabbi S. Andhil Fine-
berg, and Bishop Fulton Sheen.

Is it conceivable that men such as
these, who have devoted their lives to
working for peace and to free inquiry
for that and other purposes, would sup-
port a committee that worked to the
opposite purpose?

The truth about this charge in the
Washington Post is that a great number
of its signers fear free study and inquiry
into communism and hate the House
Committee on Un-American Activities
because it promotes this type of activity.
The only peace many of these people
want is the peace of a global jail, which
will be imposed on the world if Moscow
succeeds in its aim of subjecting all peo-
ples to its tyranny.

The next of the false charges made
against the committee in this ad reads as
follows:

It has harassed Americans who work for
racial equality and justice.

It is committee policy to subpena as
witnesses only those who, sworn testi-
mony, “reliable confidential informa-
tion,” or documentary evidence in its
possession indicates, are presently or
have recently been members of the Com-
munist Party—except, of course, in hear-
ings which indicate by their very nature
that witnesses are not suspected of being
Communists. Are the signers of the ad
claiming that the Communists are the
only ones in this country working for
racial equality and justice?

I believe I know the type of committee
activity that is referred to, in typical
Communist smokescreen fashion, in this
charge. In hearings on Communist ac-
tivity among youth held last February,
a young Negro who had recently broken
with the Communist Party testified as
follows before the committee:

I went into the party with the idea that
the Communist Party was the solution to
the Negro people’s problem, but as my experi-
ence in the Communist Party I find out that
the Communist Party wasn't a party for the
Negro people, that the Communist Party
have one of the worse discriminations in
their own party themselves.

If the Communist Party can use the Negro
people as a tool and use them for their own
advantage, the Communist Party don't glve
a darn about the Negro people * * * and I
also witnessed discrimination in the party.
If something happened to the Negro people,
the Communist Party finds out * * * the
Government of this country changed things
around and worked the things in the favor
of the Negro people, it seems like the Com-
munist Party they get sad and they want
to drop the issue altogether. In other words,
the Communist Party want to see the things
really keep on happening to the Negro people
so they can use this as a weapon to try to
rally the masses of the Negro people around
the Communist Party.

The testimony of this young man, Al-
bert Gailard, was not the first such testi-
mony given before and released by the
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committee—testimony of a kind which
had revealed the duplicity of the Com-
munist Party and its agents in claiming
to work for racial equality and justice.

In 1954, the committee published a re-
port “The American Negro in the Com-
munist Party” which included the testi-
mony of half a dozen Negroes who had
held official positions in the Communist
Party and who had broken with it—all
of whom had testified that the Commu-
nist Party does all in its power to pro-
mote race hatred and tension, rather
than racial equality, in the United States.

It is work such as this by the commit-
tee that inspires certain of the ad signers
to use the “stop-thief” technique in try-
ing to discredit the committee. They
know that they themselves have been
guilty of the false charges they make
here. I defy each and every one of the
signers—including the 103 learned pro-
fessors and educators, as well as clergy-
men and bishops—to name one person
the committee has harassed simply be-
cause he or she has worked for racial
equality and justice,

Not content with this unfounded
charge the signers of this lying ad made
ggttﬁeer related charge against the com-

It has increased bitterness between raclal
and religlous groups of our citizens, which
ir turn has imperiled our good relations with
the people of Asia, Africa, and Latin America.

I cannot conceive how any honest and
informed clergymen or educator could
make a charge such as this when com-
mittee activity in the racial and religious
fields has been limited strictly to reveal-
ing the tactics of the Communist Party
in deceiving and exploiting racial and
religious minorities for its own ends—or
in revealing Communist religious or
racial persecution in furtherance of
Moscow’s aim of destroying all opposi-
tion to its goal of world conquest.

The House Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities, in its publications and in
the statements of its members in the
course of various hearings, has consist-
ently emphasized the fact that religion
and the churches are the foundation of
our opposition to communism and our
strongest bulwark in fighting it.

At the same time, the committee has
exposed certain Communists who have
engaged in the most despicable of all
forms of treachery—that of posing as
clergymen in order fo carry out the Com-
munist design of perverting or destroy-
ing all religion—so that the triumph of
Red totalitarianism will be guaranteed.

Does anyone in this House actually
believe that this phase of the commit-
tee'’s activity has increased bitterness
between religious groups in this country?
Or that it has imperiled our relations
with the peoples of Asia, Africa, and
Latin America—many of whom are
deeply religious?

Not long ago the committee released a
consultation with five Protestant leaders
from Asia—clergymen and lay leaders—
who gave details of the persecution of
all religions in Red China and Commu-
nist North Korea and spelled out some of
the revolting atrocities inflicted on the
people of these countries by the Com-
munists in their antireligious war.
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Can anyone claim that, in doing this,
the committee fomented bitterness be-
tween religious groups in this country—
or that it imperiled U.S. relations with
the people of Asia, Africa, and Latin
America?

The answer, obviously, is “No.” This
last quoted charge, too, is a lie.

The final charge made against the
committee is as follows:

It has discouraged social and cultural con-
tacts with our mneighbors on this shrinking
planet. It has discouraged U.S. students and
scholars from studying in countries which we
Americans desperately need to understand.

In looking back over the committee’s
activities during the past year or so, I
can think of only one of two things
that this charge could refer to. Reveal-
ingly, when the charge is considered in
the light of these committee actions, it
places the signers of the ad on the side
of the Kremlin and Red China, and
against the United States.

Early last year the committee held
hearings on Communist training opera-
tions, with a considerable part of them
devoted to the seventh World Youth
Festival which was held in Vienna in the
summer of 1959 under Moscow's auspices,
with the World Federation of Democratic
Youth and International Union of Stu-
dents serving as sponsors.

As the committee stated in its recently
published annual report, an important
reason for this hearing was:

To consider the advisability of sending to
future festivals, delegations which are versed
in Communist tactics and accredited by the

U.S. Government as true representatives of
American youth.

In an effort to discover what really
happened at Vienna, the committee
called witnesses from both elements of
the American group which went to the
festival—the Communist faction and the
anti-Communist faction.

The Communist witnesses uniformly
invoked the fifth amendment and re-
fused to answer all questions about their
part in the festival. The anti-Commu-
nist witnesses, on the other hand, spoke
freely and answered all questions to the
best of their ability.

The hearings developed certain truths
which all Americans—and particularly
our youth, who are now the target of an
intensified Communist agitation and
propaganda drive—should know about
certain social and cultural contacts
referred to in the ad, truths, by the way,
which the Communists do not want
known.

The hearings revealed that the youth
festival was rigged from beginning to end
to serve Communist purposes; that the
controlling personalities at the festival
were not young people but old revolu-
tionaries, skilled in methods of hood-
winking youth. They revealed that, al-
though the Communists were very much
a minority in the American delegation,
they maneuvered control of the group
initially and—when the anti-Communist
young Americans tried to gain control in
Vienna so that the group’s actions and
statements would reflect the anti-Com-
munist sentiment of the great majority
of its members—they were completely
frustrated by the cunning operations of
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a Communist machine they were not
prepared to cope with.

The hearings revealed that there was
no free speech or expression for anti-
Communists at the festival. They re-
vealed that a former Nazi had a hand in
controlling the Communist faction of
the U.S. delegation. They revealed that
the youth delegations from the Commu-
nist satellites were kept separate from
the non-Communist youths and not per-
mitted to mingle or speak freely with
them.

Naturally, Moscow and the U.S. Com-
munist Party did not like these hearings
and the truth revealed in them. At the
time of the hearings, the committee re-
ceived 11 letters and cables from Com-
munist-dominated youth organizations
in as many foreign countries protesting
the holding of the hearings.

Apparently, the signers are as unhappy
about these hearings as the international
Communist apparatus was.

There is another committee action
which, I believe, the signers of the ad
had in mind when they made the last
quoted charge against the committee.

Last summer, the committee published
a consultation it had held with Mr. Rob-
ert Loh, who was born in China and came
to this country to complete his educa-
tion. In 1949, after receiving his mas-
ters degree at the University of Wiscon-
sin, Mr. Loh returned to mainland
China—which had just fallen into Com-
munist hands—at the request of a former
professor.

After teaching there for 2 years and
becoming thoroughly disillusioned with
the Communist regime, Mr. Loh became
a mill manager and “showcase capital-
ist” and receptionist-host for visiting
foreigners in Shanghai while waiting
for an opportunity to escape to freedom.

In his consultation with the commit-
tee, Mr. Loh revealed that the Red Chi-
nese for years have been spending huge
sums of money and organizing tens and
even hundreds of thousands of their en-
slaved subjects in various ways to keep
all visitors to that country from learn-
ing the truth about conditions there.
He spelled out in detail the numerous,
devious ruses used by the Communists
to mislead and hoodwink visitors to Red
China.

Red China, the committee knows from
other hearings it has held, is now trying
to get American students of Chinese an-
cestry to go there to study. I have no
doubt but that, to use the phraseology
of the ad in the Washington Post, the
committee’'s publication of Mr. Loh's
testimony discouraged young Americans
of Chinese origin from studying in Red
China and that it, combined with our
hearings on the Communist Youth Festi-
val in Vienna, has discouraged other
Americans for certain types of social
and cultural contacts with the Red
Chinese.

At the same time, however, I also have
no doubt but that these committee ac-
tions have helped inform the American
Congress and people about certain coun-
tries which, as the ad says, “we Amer-
icans desperately need to understand.”

Obviously, the Committee on Un-
American Activities had done nothing
to discourage social and cultural contact
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with Britain, France, Italy, Turkey,
Mexico, or any other free nation in the
world. It has done nothing to discour-
age scholars from studying in such coun-
tries. It has, however, done much to
uncover the truth about the nature of,
and the conditions in, those nations
which are our enemies and are working
unceasingly to destroy us.

This, it appears, is what the signers
of the ad in the Washington Post do not
like—and are determined to end—if they
can possibly do so.

That the charges against the commit-
tee in the Washington Post ad are com-
posed of falsehoods and distortions is
obvious from the facts I have presented.
There is also one other element of duplic-
ity in the ad that I would like to refer
to briefly before concluding my remarks.

The committee has already received
word from one alleged signer of the ad—
a lay religious leader—indicating that
she was in some manner tricked into
lending her name to the ad and saying
she is “very sorry my name was used.”
In the case of at least one signer, it ap-
pears, the ad is also false, lying, and
duplicitous.

I am pleased, of course, to know that
the Members of this House—or at least
the overwhelming majority of them—
did not give the faintest consideration
to the Communist-serving proposition
that this body should give up the one
continuing, formalized expression of its
determination to fight the Communist
enemies of freedom at every turn. This
is without gquestion a tribute not only
to the Members of this House, but also
to the people of America who have chosen
them as their Representatives.

I have also been most pleased, of
course, to note the weakness of the effort
to destroy the committee. Certain ele-
ments worked long and hard for this ad.
But what they wound up with was not
very much. First, they had to resort to
distortion and falsehood in attempting
to make a case against the committee.
Then, out of the estimated 107 million
adults in this Nation, they could produce
only 326 persons, at the most, who were
deemed prominent enough to sign their
ad. To get this number, moreover, they
had to descend to the traitorous level of
Communist Party membership in some
cases and, in many others, to the not
much higher level of the confirmed Com-
munist fellow traveler.

This certainly puts in an unenviable
position those signers of the ad—par-
ticularly the clergymen, professors and
other so-called intellectuals—who are
neither Communists nor fellow travelers.
They are indeed in strange company. I
cannot help wondering just what they
would do if placed under oath and asked
to produce evidence to substantiate the
charges against the committee to which
they have affixed their names.

TAX DEDUCTION FOR TRANSPOR-
TATION EXPENSES FOR DISABLED
WOREKERS IN GOING TO AND
FROM WORK

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the REcOrb.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr., CURTIS of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I have today reintroduced a
bill which would provide an income tax
deduction for expenses, up to a total of
$600 a year, that are incurred by a dis-
abled worker in transportation to and
from work., The purpose of this bill is
to assist these disabled individuals in
returning to a full and useful life, This
is the proper purpose, in my estimation,
of every program of aid to the disabled—
to put them back in the position of help-
ing themselves and not to make them
permanently wards of the State welfare
programs.

By the definition of this bill, one is
disabled if he “has lost the use of a leg, or
both legs, or of both arms, to such an
extent that he is unable during the en-
tire taxable year to use, without undue
hardship or danger, a streetcar, bus, sub-
way, train, or similar form of public
transportation, as a means of traveling
to and from work.” The expenses thus
included are those necessary for the in-
dividual to be gainfully and independ-
ently employed. It would help the in-
dividual to help himself,

In our society one of the problems
which still seeks solution is that of the
integration of the disabled individual
into the mainstream of community life.
It is a goal which these individuals de-
sire to have attained and one which is
desirable for the benefit of society,

TAX CREDIT TO ENCOURAGE BASIC
RESEARCH

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, in 1957, the National Science Foun-
dation, in a report to the President, in-
dicated that America’s basic research
efforts must be substantially increased.
Progress in the modern world is inti-
mately linked to the efforts of basic re-
search and to maintain America’'s scien-
tific and industrial preeminence we
must encourage basic scientific research
in this country.

To this end, I have today reintro-
duced legislation which would permit tax
concessions to individuals and corpora-
tions for their contributions to basic re-
search. For individuals, contributions
to universities or nonprofit organizations
for basic research would be treated as a
credit against taxes. By the provisions
of the bill, the individual taxpayer could
claim 90 percent of his contribution as a
credit against his tax liability, up to a to-
tal of 5 percent of that liability. For
businesses which undertake basic re-
search, there would be a credit of 75
percent of the contribution made up
to a total of 3 percent of the tax lia-
bility.

The control of the incidence of the tax
burden has proven to be an effective way
to encourage certain activities and dis-
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courage others. What it does, in effect,
is tell the individual or corporate tax-
payer, “We will not order you to make
certain expenditures and not others, for
this is the legitimate area of personal
choice; the disposition of your funds is
in your hands alone. We will, however,
recognize expenditures which contribute
to the general welfare, we will encourage
better exercise of your right to do with
your funds as you see fit, and we will do
this by making the amounts so spent or
some part of them free from taxation.”
The legitimate right of choice remains
with the taxpayer, both in the question of
how to spend his money and its exact dis-
tribution among the competing areas of
basic research.

Such a system would be, in my estima-
tion, far preferable to a program by
which the Federal Government would
underwrite these costs. Guarantees of
the good faith of the research expendi-
tures would be left in the hands of the
universities and nonprofit organizations
where they are involved and in the hands
of a certifying board of scientists where
corporations are concerned. This hill
would foster our national progress in the
context of individual freedom which has
been so important to our growth in the
past.

PRINTING OF REMARKS IN CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr., CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, in the final determination, the Con-
gress of the United States has as its
primary function the consideration and
enactment of the legislation which will
be observed in the country. Our efforts
in this House are turned to that end,
and it is essential that the Rules of the
House of Representatives help promote
it. One of the important parts of this
consideration is the debate which oc-
curs on the floor of the House. It is,
and should be, the testing ground of
ideas, the place in which a proposal must
stand or fall on its merits. It is also
one of the major channels by which in-
formation of what occurs in the Halls of
Congress gets back to the people, either
directly or through the news media.

The reporting of congressional debates
through the medium of the CoNGres-
SIONAL REcoRD, provided for in the Con-
stitution, assumes special importance in
this day in which it is beyond the physi-
cal capacity of a Member of Congress to
report directly to his constituents. This
being the case, it is clear that the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp should, insofar as is
possible, reflect what was said on the
floor of the House, those statements
which appear in it that were made in
open debate and subject to rebuttal by
those of opposing views.

At the present time, the CoONGRESSIONAL
REecorp does not accurately reflect what
has been said in open debate. By the
rules of the House, a Member may, by
leave of the House, revise or extend his
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remarks, putting into the Recorp of
spoken debate matters which were never
said on the floor. This is an example of
just such a use of this privilege to revise
and extend. These remarks were not
spoken on the floor of the House; they
were inserted by permission into the
RECORD.

I do not contend that this privilege is
given without good reason. Rather, I
commend it; without it the remarks of
437 Members of this body could not, by
limitations of time, be made a part of the
Recorp, as well they should. Without
it time better used in the presentation
of legislative matters for consideration
would be consumed in reading material
for insertion into the REcorbp.

Nor do I condemn the other use of the
privilege, the original use—that of per-
mitting a Member to put into more
cogent language his statements made in
the heat of debate. This is often neces-
sary for the true sense of a collogquy or
debate to be made clear. But in this
area, too, abuses have arisen which en-
danger the integrity of the congressional
forum. As previously mentioned, mat-
ters not spoken on the floor of the House
may appear in its official REcorp; entire
speeches, not subject to the testing of
debate, may be added. The second prob-
lem of which I speak is perhaps even
more dangerous. Under the guise of
making a statement more comprehensi-
ble, a Member may, if he so wishes, add
to or delete from his statement, chang-
ing its meaning entirely, or making the
statements in reply to his meaningless.
This has happened to me; I am sure it
has happened to many other Members
also.

It is clear that in either context, that
of the speech not open to rebuttal on the
floor or that of the change in meaning
made while revising comments spoken in
open debate this threatens the integrity
of congressional forum in its reported
form.

In order to overcome these weaknesses
and to return to the official REcorp of the
House its proper place as an accurate
report of what has transpired in House
debate, I have reintroduced a resolution
which would require that, in the printing
of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, a change
in type-face for those items which ap-
pear in it but which were not spoken on
the floor of the House. There would be
no limitation beyond that which now
exists on the right of a Member of Con-
gress to alter or add to what he said; it
would rather permit those who read it to
be able to distinguish between that which
has stood the test of open debate and
that which has not.

I urge upon the serious consideration
of my colleagues the problem which I
have outlined and the solution which I
have offered.

REPUBLICAN WHIP

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.
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Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I desire
to announce to the membership that we
on our side have again designated the
Honorable LesLiE C. Arenps, of Illinois,
to be the Republican whip during this
Congress.

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
desire to announce for the benefit of
the House that the rule just reported out
of the Committee on Rules will be
brought up for consideration of the
House on Thursday next.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. HoLranD and to include extraneous
. matter.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 12 o’clock and 6 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned wuntil tomorrow,
Wednesday, January 25, 1961, at 12
o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

474, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the audit of the Export-Import
Bank of Washington, for the fiscal year end-
ed June 30, 1960 (H. Doc. No. 68); to the
Committee on Government Operations and
ordered to be printed.

475. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the audit of the Commodity Credit
Corporation, Department of Agriculture, for
the fiscal year 1950 (H. Doc. No. 69); to the
Committee on Government Operations and
ordered to be printed.

476. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the audit of the Federal Facilities
Corporation, General Services Administra-
tion, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1960
(H. Doc. No. 70); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations and ordered to be
printed.

477. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the audit of the Tennessee Valley
Authority for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1960 (H. Doc. No. T1); to the Committee on
Government Operations and ordered to be
printed.

478. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy (Personnel and Reserve Forces),
transmitting a report certifying by rank and
age groups, the number of officers above the
rank of Heutenant commander in the Navy
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with the average monthly flight pay author-
ized by the law to be paid to such officers
during the 6-month period prior to January
1, pursuant to Public Law 301, 79th Con-
gress; to the Committee on Armed Services.

479, A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the review of Atomic Energy Commission
(AEC) negotiated fixed-price contracts AT
(05-1)~709 and AT (05-1)~-7656 with the West-
ern Nuclear Corp. (WNC) for the procure-
ment of uranium concentrates; to the Com=-
mittee on Government Operations.

480. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
a copy of the report on backlog of pending
applications and hearing cases in the Federal
Communications Commission as of November
30, 1960, pursuant to the Communications
Act as amended July 16, 1952, by Public Law
564; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

481. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the study and recoms-
mendations as to the appropriate participa-
tion by the Federal Government in the West
Virginla Centennial of 1963, pursuant to
Public Law 86-508; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

482, A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, relative to operations
carried out by the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service during the period ending
December 31, 1960, In Austria, France, Ger-
many, Greece, Italy, and Lebanon, pursuant
to Public Law 86-648; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

483. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Treasury, transmitting a report of Treas-
ury Department positions in grades 16, 17,
and 18 of the general schedule of the Classi-
fication Act of 1849, as amended, pursuant to
Public Law 854, 84th Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civll Service.

484. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, relative to furnishing
the necessary information for the U.S. Gen-
eral Accounting Office on its positions and
their incumbents in grades 16, 17, and 18 of
the general schedule, pursuant to Public Law
B854, 84th Congress; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. TRIMBLE: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 127. A resolution provid-
ing that during the 87th Congress the Com-
mittee on Rules shall be composed of 15
Members; without amendment (Rept, No. 1).
Referred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 3150, A bill to amend section 902(a)
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1858 so that
the criminal penalties provided therein will
apply to violations of clvil aeronautics safety
regulations, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. ASHLEY:

HR.3151. A bill to provide an elected
mayor, city council, school board, and non-
voting Delegate to the House of Representa-
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tives for the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. BARING:

H.R.3152. A bill to provide for the ap-
pointment of an additional district judge
for the district of Nevada; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BECKER:

H.R. 3153. A bill to provide that those per-
sons entitled to retired pay or retainer pay
under the Career Compensation Act of 1949
who were prohibited from computing thelr
retired pay or retainer pay under the rates
provided by the act of May 20, 1958, shall
be entitled to have their retired pay or re-
tainer pay recomputed on the rates of basic
pay provided by the act of May 20, 1958; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BONNER:

HR.3154. A bill to provide emergency
authority for priorities in transportation by
merchant vessels in the Interest of national
defense, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

H.R.3155. A bill to confirm the establish-
ment of the Arctic National Wildlife Range,
Alaska, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

H.R.38156. A bill to make the Panama Canal
Company immune from attachment or gar-
nishment of salaries owed to its employees;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Pisherles,

HR.3157. A bill to amend section 216 of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to
accept gifts and beqguests of personal prop-
erty for the U.S, Merchant Marine Academy;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

H.R.3158. A bill to amend section 216 of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
to clarify the status of the faculty and ad-
ministrative staff at the U.8. Merchant Ma-
rine Academy, to establish suitable personnel
policies for such personnel, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

H.R.3159. A bill to permit certain foreign-
flag vessels to land their catches of fish in
the Virgin Islands in certain circumstances,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

H.R.3160. A bill to amend title VI of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to authorize the
payment of operating-differential subsidy for
cruises; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

By Mr, CURTIS of Missouri:

H.R.3161. A bill to allow a deduction for
income tax purposes, in the case of a dis-
abled individual, of expenses for transporta-
tion to and from work; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R.3162. A bill toc amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to encourage basic re-
search in science by the allowance of a tax
credit for contributions and other expendi-
tures for basic research in sclence; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. CORBETT:

H.R.3163. A bill to authorlze the Adminis-
trator of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency to assist State and local governments
and their public instrumentalities in plan-
ning and providing for necessary community
facilities to preserve and improve essential
mass transportation services in urban and
metropolitan areas; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. DADDARIO:

HR.3164. A bill to amend the Natlonal
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Sclence
and Astronautics.

By Mr, DEROUNIAN:

HR.3165. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.
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H.R. 3166. A blll to establish and maintain
the U.S. Maritime Service as a uniformed
service; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. FINO:

HR.3167. A bill to prohibit the transfer
to the General Services Administration of
custodial employees in the postal fleld serv-
ice; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R. 3168. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act to permit employees with
at least 30 years of service to retire at 55
years of age with full annuities; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. EEOGH:

H.R.3169. A bill to extend benefits under
the clvil service retirement system to certaln
former Members of Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil SBervice.

By Mr. KING of New York:

H.R.3170. A bill to provide for denial of
passports to supporters of the international
Communist movement, for review of pass-
port denials, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MORRIS:

HR,3171, A bill to provide for the con-
struction of recreation facilities in the Ele-
phant Butte Reservoir area, New Mexico; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. O'NEILL:

H.R.3172. A bill to amend the Service-
men's Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended,
50 as to authorize the Administrator of Vet-
erans' Affairs to furnish space and facilities,
if available, to State veteran agencies; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr, PIRNIE:

H.R.3173. A bill to extend service pension
benefits to certain persons who served
honorably as commissioned officers in the
Philippine Constabulary; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3174. A bill to amend title 23 of the
United States Code relating to highways,
in order to permit States having toll and
free roads, bridges, and tunnels designated
as part of the Natlonal System of Interstate
and Defense Highways to designate other
routes for inclusion in the Interstate Sys-
tem; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr, SCOTT:

H.R.3175. A bill to repeal the excise tax
on amounts pald for communication services
or facilities; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R.3176. A bill to provide that the House
of Representatives shall be composed of 450
Members, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SILER:

HR.3177. A bill to provide for an appro-
priation of a sum not exceeding $175,000
with which to make a survey of a proposed
national parkway from the Great Smoky
Mountains Natlonal Park in North Carolina
and Tennessee to the Mammoth Cave Na-
tional Park in Kentucky, and the Natchez
Trace Parkway in Tennessee; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. STRATTON:

H.R.3178. A bill to amend the War Claims
Act of 1948 to provide for the payment of
benefits under such act to certain citizens
and permanent residents of the United
States; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

H.R.3179. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, as amended; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R.3180. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide that em-
ployers having pension plans under which
payments are correlated with social security
benefits shall be subject to an additional tax
in cases where increases in such bhenefits re-
sult in a reduction in their own contribu-
tions under such plans and are not passed
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on to their retired employees; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R.3181. A bill to provide for adjusting
conditions of competition between certain
domestic industries and forelgn industries
with respect to the level of wages and the
working conditions in the production of arti-
cles imported into the United States, and to
encourage and promote actions by foreign
governments to improve their own levels of
such wages and working conditions; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by re-
quest) :

H.R.3182. A bill to amend chapter 81 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide for
the construction, repair, modernization, and
alteration of State homes; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3183. A bill to amend chapter 37 of
title 38, United States Code, to improve the
effectiveness of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion loan guaranty program; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3184. A bill to extend the direct loan
program for Korean conflict veterans and
provide an earlier termination date for the
World War II loan guarantee and direct loan
programs; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs,

By Mr. ZELENEKO:

H.R.2185. A bill to amend chapter 79 of
title 10, United States Code, to provide that
certaln boards established thereunder shall
glve consideration to satisfactory evidence
relating to good character and exemplary
conduct in civilian life after discharge or
dismissal in determining whether or not to
correct certain discharges and dismissals; to
authorize the award of an exemplary rehabil-
itatlon certificate; and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr, EASTENMEIER:

H.R.3186. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, JOHNSON of Wisconsin:

H.R.3187. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, CLEM MILLER:

H.R. 3188, A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H.R. 3189. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, ASHLEY:

H.R. 3190. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.3191. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affalrs.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H.R,3182. A blll to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, RIVERS of Alaska:

H.R. 3193. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R. 3194. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. RHODES of Fennsylvania:

H.R.3195. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.3186. A blll to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MOULDER:

H.R.3197. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.
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By Mr. SHIPLEY:

H.R.3198. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. PIKE:

H.R.2199. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affalirs.

By Mr. OLSEN:

H.R. 3200. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R. 3201. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 3202. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and fo prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R.3203. A blll to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. EARTH:

H.R. 3204. A bill to create a Natlonal Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H.R.3205. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R. 3206. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr, EOWALSKI:

H.R. 3207. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H.R. 3208. A bill to create a National Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.3209. A bill to create a Natlonal Peace
Agency and to prescribe its functions; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, HIESTAND:

H.J. Res. 161. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States providing for the election of
President and Vice President; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.J. Res. 162, Joint resolution providing
for the relmbursement of Members of the
House of Representatives for amounts ex-
pended by them for certain travel and sub-
sistence; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. BARING:

H. Con. Res. 110. Concurrent resolution de-
claring the sense of the Congress that no
further reductions in tariffs be made during
the life of the present Reclprocal Trade
Agreements Act; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HIESTAND:

H. Con. Res. 111, Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the
United States should not grant further tariff
reductions in the forthcoming tariff nego-
tiations under the provisions of the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1958, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ASPINALL:

H. Res. 128. Resolution to provide funds
for the expenses of the investigations au-
thorized by House Resolution 92; to the Com-~
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. CORBETT:

H. Res, 129. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives so as to
restore the 21-day rule; to the Committee on
Rules,

By Mr. CURTIS of Missouri:

H. Res. 130. Resolution to amend the Rules

of the House of Representatives with respect
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to the printing of remarks of Members of
the House In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD;
to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOGGS:

H.R. 3210. A bill for the relief of Our Lady
of the Lake Church; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.
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By Mr. DADDARIO:
HR.3211. A bill for the relief of Jerzy
Czajkowskl; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. DEROUNIAN:
H.R. 3212, A bill for the relief of Efstathia
Varela; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.3213. A bill for the relief of Beddo
Terzian; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FARBSTEIN:
H.R. 3214. A bill for the relief of Chao-Wel
Liang; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CLEM MILLER:
H.R. 3216. A bill for the relief of Eduard
Nicolas Theodorus Muller; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. MULTER:

HR.3216. A bill for the relief of Anna
Euhweider Erenn; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. NORRELL:

H.R. 3217. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Tom
Shue Hai; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. SCOTT:

H.R.3218. A blll for the rellef of Roger
Chong Yeun Dunne; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALLHAUSER:

H.R. 3219. A bill for the relief of Vita Schi-

ralli; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Teachers Guide for Earth and Space
Science

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. ELMER J. HOLLAND

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 24, 1961

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to call the attention of my colleagues
to the outstanding contribution to edu-
cation made by the Pennsylvania De-
partment of Public Instruction in the
preparation of a publication entitled

“Teachers Guide for Earth and Space
Science.”

The National Aviation Edueation
Council stated they appreciated the op-
portunity of reproducing this book for
the teachers of America.

Dr. Charles H. Boehm, superintendent
of public instruetion, Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, was awarded a citation of
honor by the Air Force association at
their meeting in San Francisco in Sep-
tember 1960, for his “outstanding con-
tribution to space age education by
establishing in the junior high schools
of Pennsylvania, the Nation's first com-
prehensive course of study in aerospace
science.”

Dr. Boehm prefaced the publication
with the following comments:

The idea for the earth and space science
program was conceived at the 1958 Alr Force
convention in Dallas, Tex., when for the first
time the swift progress being made in space
travel and aerodynamics was demonstrated
to a group of educators. This experience led
to the realization that the space age in which
we live and about which we still know so
little will be commonplace to our children.
Therefore, the inclusion of earth and space
sclence in the programs of Pennsylvania's
public schools has become an imperative is-
sue.

We of Pennsylvania, are indeed proud
of this achievement by our department
of public instruction.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 25, 1961

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev.Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Psalm 55: 22: Cast thy burden upon
the Lord, and He shall sustain thee.

Almighty God, together we turn to
Thee with eager and earnest hearts, one
in our need of divine guidance and wis-
dom, for the tasks and responsibilities
of this new day.

Inspire us to walk diligently in the
ways of Thy commandments and may
we have poise and power of spirit when
feelings and moods of fear and futility
assail us.

Grant that in times of hardship and
adversity we may prove faithful to our
highest trusts and never recreant in dis-
charging any duty.

May we be the messengers of help and
hope to the struggling and troubled
heart of humanity, lifting it to those
heights whence cometh the strength of
vision and victory.

Hear us in the name of the Christ,
our Lord and Saviour. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

POSTPONEMENT OF CONSIDERA-
TION OF RULES CHANGE

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetis?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
had announced that the resolution con-
cerning the Committee on Rules would
be brought up tomorrow; but some
Members are unable to be here. Some
Members understood, by implication at
least, that there would be a T2-hour
layover period before the rule would
come up. Because of these circum-
stances, instead of bringing it up to-
morrow, it will be programed for next
Tuesday.

POSTPONEMENT OF RULES CHANGE
CONSIDERATION

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr, Speaker, this is
not said in any spirit of criticism, but
this postponement was unknown to me
until I came here on the floor today.

I should like the Recorn to show also
that our Members were alerted to be
here. As a result, many of them can-
celed engagements they had out of
town and many who were honoring com-
mitments in their districts have made
extraordinary efforts to be here. I had
understood that a 48-hour notice was
what was involved, and that this notice
had been given. It was understood by
all of us that the vote would come on
Thursday. Of course, the majority
leader has given us the reason for the
postponement, and I am not geing to
argue with that, nor contend against
it nor question it. But I think it should
be fairly well understood that there
have been efforts at the Cabinet level
to call Members on our side in the last
few hours. Perhaps other moves may
be in contemplation—I do not know.
In any event, there is nothing we in the
minority can do, of course, except to
go along with the revised programs as
announced.

POSTPONEMENT OF CONSIDERA-
TION OF RULES CHANGE

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.
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